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PUBLISHERS’ PREFACE 


Our Research Society has been formed to publish 
in English all the works of our Alwars and Acharyas— 
Yamuna, Ramanuja and Vedanta Desika. Several 
North Indian Scholars and American Students are now 
researching in various aspects of Visistadvaita 
Philosophy. 


Last year December we published an English 
Edition of Thirupavat with eighty pages of intro- 
duction and eighty pages of Swafadesam by the late 
M. B. Srinivasa Iyengar. Five other books of this 
series Of Nityanusandhanam will be published very soon. 


Though Nathamuni is our Prathama Acharya, 
none of his works is now available. Yamuna is our 
Next Acharya, whose books formed the basis on which 
Ramanuja later on built up our Siddhanta which was 
perfected by Vedanta Desika, two centuries afterwards. 


The first book of Yama to be published was 
Githarthasameraha in English by the late Dewan 
Bahadur V. K. Ramanujachariar. Some years later 
Prof. M. R. Rajagopala Iyengar translated the Stotra- 
ratna and Chathusloki in English, In the Annamalai 
University Series Prof. R. Ramanujachari and K. 
Srinivasachari got the English translation of all the 
three Siddhantas published some ycars ago. 


The only other work of Yamuna that has not so 
far been published in English was ‘Agam apramanyam.? 


| 
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Our good friend Dr. van Buitenen, Prof. of Sanskrit, 
Chicago University, sent usa translation of the text and 
an introduction in English of the Agamapramanyam. 
Though we started printing the books more than 
three years ago duc to the serious illness of our 
Honorary Secretary it was delayed, and we are happy 
that we are able to publish it atleast now. Our 
Readers are aware that Dr. van Buitenen has already 
published ‘Vedarthasamgraham’ and ‘Gita Bhashya’ of 
Ramanuja in English, and is a well-known authority on 
Visistadvaita Philosophy. 


Our good friend Dr. K. C. Varadachari who read 
the manuscript, undertook to write a scholarly Preface 
in his own inimitable style. But he passed away before 
the printing was completed. So we requested Prof. 
R. Ramanujachari who had mastered all the works of 
Yamuna, and has acceded to our request and has 
written a Preface. 


We are heavily indebted to Sri D. S. Krishnachar 
of Prabha Printing House, Bangalore, who has under- 
taken the arduous task of printing the book faultlessly 
from the typed manuscript. But for his hearty cor 
operation we could not have published this book atall. 


V. SRINIVASA RAGHAVAN 
Honorary Secretary 
Ramanuja Research Society 


PREFACE TO AGAMAPRAMANYAM 


The works of Yamuna are of special importance 
to students of vedanta not only because they are the 
earliest available visistadvaita classics, but also because 
they present an authentic account of thts system of 
thought and belief, having been inspired and shaped 
by the rich contributions of previous acharyas including 
Nathamuni transmitted to him through an unbroken 
tradition. Agamapriminyam is one of the most 
important among his writings; and, strangely enough, 
there has been till now no critical edition of the text. 
In this context, my esteemed friend, Dr. van Buitenen 
has rendered tnvaluable service by bringing out a 
critical edition of this masterpiece with a scholarly 
introduction and English translation, eminently 
readable and faithful to the original. This timely 
publication has achieved a twofold purpose, that of 
giving the text, fast becoming scarce, further lease of 
life, and of making the thought imbedded in this 
treatise available even to those unacquainted with 
Sanskrit, An orientalist of great repute, he has made 
the field of vedanta, especially visistadvaita vedanta, 
his own, Already he has earned the gratitude of all 
interested in our cultural heritage by his excellent 
publications, such as Ramanuja’s Vedarthasamgraha and 

Ramanuja on Bhagavat Gila. A warm welcome awaits 
this excellent publication. 


Yamuna, more properly known as Alavandar,|| 
occupies a central place among the illustrious visista- 
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dvaita acharyas who, reformed and revivified this 
ancient system of thought and belici Nathamuni set 


visistadvaita vedanta on anew and glorious phase o 
its career; Yamuna strengthened it considerably by hi 


f 
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writings; and Ramanuja systematised and fortified it. 
Kuresa pays reverential homage to the illustrious 
hierarchy of acharyas commencing from Laksminatha 
(Supreme God, the Consort of Laksmi) and ending 
with his own preceptor, Ramanuja, with Sage Natha 


and Yamuna at the centre: 


Laksminatha samaérambhim 
Nithayamuna madhyamam ! 

asmadicirya paryantim vande 
fguruparamparam l 


The grandson and_ spiritual successor of Natha- 
muni, Yamuna had the unique privilege of inheriting 
his grandsire’s immeasurable spiritual wealth! and 
of passing on that legacy to Ramanuja, having enriched 
it by his own invaluable contributions. At an early 
age, he achieved great distinction and fame for his 
erudition and dialectical skill. He casily defeated a 
court poet, Akkialvan, who was a terror to all learned 
men, far and near; and, in recognition of this victory 
he was hailed as Alavandar (Man come to save, rule) 
and granted the gift of a territory. He ruled over this 
principality and led a life of pomp and luxury, 
forgetting the high traditions of his grandfather, until 
he was won over to the higher life, thanks to the great 
efforts of Ramamisra, the chosen disciple of Pundari- 


i ,..stosyami nah kuladhanam kuladaivatam tat 
Padaravindamaravinda vilocanasya Il 
Stotraratna, St. 6 
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kaksa who was himself the foremost among the disciples 
of Nathamuni, charged with the duty of instructing 
his grandson in the sacred lore. When the awakening 
came, Yamuna realised the futility of the life he had 
been leading, became a sannyasin, settled down at 
the holy spot of Srirangam, the great centre of 
Vatsnava thought and devoted the rest of his life to 
disseminating the truths handed to him by Ramamisra 
and writing treatises and in unremitting and one- 
pointed devotion to the Lord. 


In his exposition of visistadvaitic thought, Yamuna 
follows the lead of the ancient masters like Bodhayana, 
Tanka and Dramida and Nathamnuni, whose master- 
piece, Nyayatattva greatly influenced his own writings. 
He follows in the foot-steps of Nathamuni so closely 
that Vedanta Desika describes Aimasiddht of Yamuna 
as a brief version of Nyayatattva. (Nyayaiattoa 
frakaranam hi Atmasiddhi.} 


Though steeped in tradition, he was no blind 
follower. The following stanza shows how he insisted 
on high standards of thought and discussion : 


Hanta! brahmopadesosyam 
éraddadhanesu Sobhate | 
vayamasraddadhanah smo 
ye yuktim prarthayamahe || 
Samoistddhz, p. 191 


‘Well, all this dogmatic teaching may carry con- 
viction with (blind) believers; we are lacking in such 
faith, and we search for logical reasons to convince us,’ 
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Endowed witha sharp intellect and piercing logic, he 
could casily see through sophiury, and was averse to 
using crooked ways of thinking (nirasta jimhava spare, 
Jetirajasaptatti, St, 8}. He presented his views with 
precession and clarity and in a manner that would 
compel assent. A sparkling sente of humour is dis- 
cernible in his discourses, To cite one illustration 
while refuting the doctrine of absolute identity based 
onthe upanmadic text--eham evidviryam Urahma— 
Yamuna says in his Samciutiddét: “The statement ‘the 
permanent ruler of the Cola country now reigning is 
without a second in this world’ is intended to deny the 
existence of a ruler equal to him  Itdoes not deny the 
existence of servants, sons, contort, and so on.” 


The learned editor designates Yamunaasa “temple 
priest” (vide infra, p. G) and includes Ramanuja in the 
clase of “theologians and officiating priests” (Vedartha- 
sampraha, p.33) and suggests thatthe inspiration came 
to them from religion and theology. The appclations 
‘temple priest’ and ‘theologian’, taken literally, do not 
imply any derision, and may not be inappropriate 
designations of these eminent thinkers and ardent 
devotecs who considered service to God and god-lovers 
as the supreme goal of life; but ‘temple priest’ is 
suggestive of one making a living by temple service, 
one who cares merely for outward, formal routine of 
worship, Likewise, ‘theologian’ has veiled association 
with dogmatic, uncritical acceptance of beliefs. This 
suspicion gets somewhat strengthened when we read 
the learned editor saying “What Pancaratra signifies 

for him (Yamuna} is dikgi and the other sacraments; 
gradhana and the various aspects of the ritual of 
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worship of the God; puja...’ In point of fact, they 
were not temple priests, but eminent sannyasins and 
accredited leaders and exponents of visistadvaitic 
thought and vaisnava religion, who set great store by 
logic and sought convincing evidence before accepting 
any belief. It is therefore necessary to consider if 
these are fair and factual descriptions. 


In his learned introduction Dr. van Buitenen 
refers to a number of problems that challenge 
attention and call for further study, One of these 1s 
‘the reticence of the illustrious vaisnava philosopher, 
Ramanuja, about the Pancaratra system.’ “ Ramanuja 
remains” he says, “wholly silent about the element, 
both of doctrine and of religions practice of 
Pancaratra.’’ In his earlier publication, Ramanuja’s 
Vedarthasamgraha, Dr. van Buttenen says, that 
although the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra had been 
established, “it 1s not utilised as a source of knowledge 
in its own right to corroborate Ramanuja’s system of 
vedanta.” There is reference again to ‘*‘ Ramanuja’s 
evident indifference towards Pancaratra.’* He has 
himself suggested a plausible reason for Ramanuja’s 
not quoting even a single pada from the veritable 
ocean of the Pancaratra. A master of dialectics, to 
win support for his interpretation of vedic teachings, 
form vedantins of all shades of opinion, he would take 
his stand only on gruti and universally accepted smrti; 
he would not like to jeopardise a good case by quoting 
from what may be dubbed sectarian, For an indentical 
reason, he studtously avoided all reference to the 
Divyaprabandha, though it has been one of the shaping 
forces of his thought. 
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As regards Ramanuja remaining “wholly silent 
about the elements both of doctrine and of religious 
practice of the Pancaratra,™ it may be said that he 
presented a synthetic account of vedanta incorporating 
into it the vedic, agamic and prabandha contributions. 
The genealogy of the specific items was not indicated 
because most of them are found in all the scriptures. 
Ramanuja looked upon the varied scriptures as setting 
forth identical doctrines, though their language 


and idiom vary. 

It is certainly not difficult to identify the agamic 
elements in Ramanuja’s teaching. In the first place, 
the prapatti doctrine, though ancient and based on the 
Upanisads and the Bhagavat Gita, gets special elabor- 
ation in the Pancaratra. The credit for having 
stressed its importance as a self-sufficient and inde- 
pendent means to moksa and of explaining its angas 
(steps) goes to the Pancaratra. As this path 1s 
accessible to all irrespective of caste or rank, it has 
a universal appeal. That everyone, whatever his 
station in life, is entitled to moksa, and that it may be 
attained in this very birth 1s a characteristic Pancaratra 
teaching. Ramanuja utilised this doctrine and 
incorporated this in his exposition of the visistadvaita. 
Though he makes a passing mention of it in the 
Sri Bhasya and the Vedarthasamgraha, he emphasises 
it in the Gita Bhasya especially in commenting on the 
Carama sloka. More than all, in his Gadyairaya which 
is a confession of his faith, he presents saranagati as 
hita par excellence, 

Another feature of the Pancaratra which Ramanuja 
has utilised is ite insistence on an austere life. In 
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Nityagrantha it 1s prescribed as part of the daily 
routine throughout life. The day is divided into five 
periods, each to be devoted to an appropriate duty. 
The first 15 abhigamana, when one is to approach God 
as soon as daily ablutions and puja are over. The 
second is called upadana, a period to be spent in 
carning a livelihood in legitimate and appropriate 
ways. Then follows ijya (literally, sacrifices), referring 
not to vedic sacrifices but to pancamaha yagna, which 
include among others, noonday prayer, offering unto 
God the food prepared and even partaking of meal, 
Which is regarded as a religious act. What pleases 
the Lord is not the sacrifice which entatls much 
material and effort, but sincere, unselfish and devout 
approach. True worship is something inward, 
involving mental purity, earnestness and steadfast 
faith. Next comes the path of svadhyaya or study. 
It 1s a duty cast on every householder to study our 
sacred lore and to teach the same to others (pravacana) 
where possible. The concluding part of the day is 
devoted to quiet concentration (yoga), One is to 
retire to bed with thoughts of God uppermost in one’s 
mind. Without bisecting life into the sacred and the 
secular and thereby making either valueless, the 
Pancaratra invests all our acts with sanctity, Everything 
that man does, eating and slceping not excepted, are 
worship of the Divine. Ina word, man’s life is to be 
a God-centred life, all day long and all through life, 
Life should be characterised by this pervasive note, 


Yet another fruitful idea which Ramanuja selects 
from the Pancaratra for elaboration 1s the concept of 


disinterested action. Action performed without 
ti 
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thought of personal gain and in the spirit of dedication 
to God leads progressively to self-knowledge, self- 
realisation and knowledge of God, which leads to 
meditation on God and flowers into live of, and 
surrender to God and final beatitude, “Satvikatyaga 
purvaka karma yogyena karmana” is a typical 
Pancaratra formula. In the Gita Bhasya Ramanuja 
explains the full implications of this concept while 
commenting on St. 15, Gh. IV of the Bhagavat Gita. 
“Such a person sees non-action in action; and action in 
non-action. He is the man of wisdom, worthily 
engaged; and he is the performer of all actions.” 

Yamuna composed eight works, and they are: 
Atma-siddhi, Isvara-siddhi, Samvit-siddhi, Gitartha- 
samgraha, Purusanirnaya, Stotraratna, Catusslokl 
and Agamapramanya. The first three are usually 
referred to by the collective name, Siddhitraya. 
A good part of each of these three siddhis has been 
lost due to neglect and the ravages of time; but even 
the little that remains gives us a clear idea of the 
author’s views on important philosophical problems 
and ofthe masterly way in which he expounds them. 
Ramanuja quotes profusely from these splendid 
manuals in his Sri Bhasya. 

Gitarthasamgraha is a marvel of epitomising 
effort. The inspiration for this undertaking came 
from Ramamisra who initiated Yamuna into the 
inmost secret of the Bhagavad Gita, In thirty-two 
stanzas, it sums up the teaching of the Lord's Song as 
understood by the school which he represented and 
indicates how the teaching is developed logically and 
step by step and how the Gitasastra is a consistent 
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exposition of the doctrine that it is only through bhakti 
(loving devotion} brought on by karma and jnana 
(svadharma jnana vairagya sidhya bhaktyaka gocarah) 
that the Lord could be reached. This work served as 


a ground-plan, as it were, for Ramanuja’s luminous 
exposition of the Gita. 


Purusantrnaya is designed to show the supremacy 
of Lord Visnu. The book ts not extant now. 


STOTRARATNA AND GATUSSLOKI 


Stotra-ratna and Catussloki are hymns in praise of 
Lord Visnu and Goddess Lakshmi respectively. They 
are held in high esteem as portraying the author’s 
fervent religious feelings and inmost longing for Divine 
communion and as expounding in an easily intelligible 
form the central philosophical doctrines of Visistadvaita 
regarding fativa (God, man and nature), Aita (the way) 
and purusartha (the nature of the supreme goal). This 
poem, as Vedanta Desika says, 1s the spontaneous 
overflow of the author’s ecstatic religious experiences 
brought on by constant meditation on Divya Prabandha, 
especially the Tiruvoimozhi of Saint Satakopa. To him 
the Alwar was father, mother, consort, children, 
wealth, in a word, everything. 


Matapita yuvatayah tanaya vibhuti 
sarvam yadeva niyamena Matanvayanim | 
adhyasya nah kulapateh vakula-bhiramam 
srimad tadanghri yugalam pranamami mirdhna || 
Stotraraina, St. 6 
One could see that the stotra is replete with the 
ideas culled from Tiruvolmozhi: and some of the 
stanzas seem to be Sanskrit renderings of the Tamil 
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hymns. The key-note of the stotra is that prapatti is 
the only effective means of attaining transcendental 
felicity. Vedanta Desika has written a commentary 
bringing out the treasures imbedded in 11: and he 
wrote a brochure on one of its stanzas under the head- 
ing Anjalivaibhava, Ramanuja felt moved as he heard 
Stotraratna recited; and he got there from the cue for 


his Vaikuntagadya. 
CATUSSLOKI 


Catusslokt is an exceedingly brief poem singing the 
glories of Goddess Lakshmi. The four stanzas compri- 
sing it attribute to Sri the qualities of the Lord 
elaborately set forth in the four chapters of the 
Brahmasutras. The first stanza refers to the vibhutis 
of Goddess Lakshmi and shows that they are beyond 
praise; the second states that Her greatness 15 
incomprehensible even to Her omnisctent Consort, 
even as He cannot comprehend His own greatness; 
the third speaks of the saving power of Her grace; and 
the last describes how Her resplendent forms are 
inseparable from, and co-existent with, those of the 
Lord. 

AGAMAPRAMANYAM 

Agama pramanya is devoted to vindicating the 
authority of the Pancaratra tantras. The extensive 
Pancaratra works called agamas or tantras or samhitas 
and also Bhagavat Sastra, for the reason that Sriman 
Narayana is believed to have promulgated them Him- 
self, have always been considered canonical; but 
detractors have not been wanting, who challenged their 
authority, Hence Yamuna felt the need for this 
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defence of the Pancaratra, The main adversaries 
against whom he had to contend are the Mimamsakas 
of the Bhitta and the Prabhakara school, the Advaitins 
and the Naiyayikas. From their respective standpoints 
they directed their attacks on the Pancaratra tantras, 
With the ald of reason and scripture, Yamuna meets 
this many-pronged attack and establishes that the 
tantras are authoritative. In Agamapramanya, more 
than in Siddhitraya, we see Yamunaat his best. A 
master dialectician, he exposes the fallacies in the argu- 
ments of his rivals and demonstrates the correctness of 
his own views, with a wealth of incontrovertible 
evidence. In the course of the discussion, Yamuna 
indicates his views on a wide range of problems 
including those of linguistics, psychology, epistemology 
and exegesis, 


Yamuna discusses at length the proper interpreta- 
tion that is to be put on the Utpatyadhikarana of the 
Brahmasutra, as this section has been taken by Sankara 
to be a refutation of the Pancaratra. With surprising 
unanimity all commentators have taken Brahmasutra 
II-ii, 39— 22 as dealing with the Pancaratra although 
there is no word or expression directly or remotely 
specifying this theme. They differ however, in their 
interpretation of these aphorisms. Sankara interprets 
the four sutras as adducing four reasons for rejecting 
the Pancaratra; but Yamuna takes the first two as 
stating the prima facie case against It, and the Jast two 
as establishing conclusively the validity of the 
Pancaratra after exposing the hollowness of the prima 
facie view. The location of this adhikarana in a pada 
devoted to the refutation of rival systems, namely, those 


XIV 


of Kapila, Kanada, Sangaba, (Arhata) and Pasupata, 
which are either outside the pale of, or opposed to veda 
seems to lend support to Sankara’s view that the 
Sutrakara meant to reject the Pancaratra along with the 
others. Against this view, it is mentioned that with the 
rejection of the Pasupata agama the impression may be 
created that the Pancaratra also is devoid of authority ; 
to allay this apprehension the Sutrakara specifically 
raises the question of the Pancaratra to clinch the 


argument, 


Sankara’s interpretation of the sutras :— 

{i} wutpatiyasambhavat: “On account of the im- 
possibility of origination (the system that subscribes to 
the view that soul originates, tie. the Pancaratra is 
unacceptable), “There occurs in the Pancaratra the 
statement, “From Vasudeva there originates the Jiva 
known as Sankarsana;...’’ This 1s an instance where 
ithe Pancaratra is opposed to the vedic teaching that 
the soul is neither born, nor does it die. Hence it is 
to be rejected. 

(ii) na ca kartuh karanam: ‘Besides, the instru- 
ment cannot originate from the agent (hence the 
Pancaratra which accepts such a doctrine ts to be 
discarded)’. There is the Pancaratra statement... 
from the individual soul called Sankarsana manas, 
known as, Pradyumna originates; from Pradyumna 
originates Ahamkira known as Aniruddha.” The Jiva 
who is an agent engages in his activity only with the 

aid of manas; when that is so, how can the Jiva be said 
to give rise to manas? Moreover, the vedas declare 
that manas and the like proceed from Brahman alone. 
Hence the Pancaratra is to be rejected. 


AY 


(in) vijnanddtbiace va tadaprasedhak , 

‘Should it be said that they are only Brahman, 
the objection, namely, Impossibility of origination ts not 
got over.” That is, even if it be said that Sankarsana, 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha are not Jiva, manas and 
Ahankara respectively, but really Brahman, since they 
are all alike Brahman there cannot be the causal rela. 
tion among them; no one of them could give rise to 
the next in the series. Ft is everywhere observed that 
the cause and its effect differ from each other in some 
of their characteristics. 


(iv) vipratisedhat: “And because of contradiction 
(the Pancaratra lacks authority)."" As the Pancaratra 
is self-discrepant and as it contradicts the vedic teach- 
ings, it 15 Jiable to be rejected. For example, the 
Pancaratra maintains that jnana is at once guna and 
guni, Bhagavan is of the essence of jnana for His 
attribute, Further, the Pancaratra denounces the 
veda. It is well-known, Sandilya declares, that failing 
to find the highest felicity in the veda, he learnt the 
Pancaratra and attained thereby what he could not 
get from the veda. Hence the Pancaratra contradicts 
itsclf and speaks disparagingly of the veda, it is to be 
rejected. 

Yamuna’s interpretation: 

Yamuna, and, following his lead, Ramanuja, 
argue that this adhikarana establishes precisely the 
opposite conclusion, namely, the validity of the 
Pancaratra, While there ìs substantial agreement 
between Sankara and Yamuna in their inter- 
pretation of the first two sutras, Yamuna takes the 
third and the fourth sutras as meeting the objections 


xvi 


that may be urged against the Pancaratra. The 
expression va occurring in the third sutra is indicative 
of a change in the direction of the argument, as in 
many an instance where this expression occurs. 

Gn) Vijndnabhave va tadapratisedhak :— 

“Or if they are of the nature of jnana and cause, 
ies, Brahman, the authority of the Pancaratra is 
unassailed, i.e., there can be no valid objection to the 
Pancaratra.”’ Either the Vyuhas (Vasudeva, San- 
karsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha) are independent 
sovereigns o: they are the four-fold forms, chosen 
out of His own free-will by the Supreme Lord out of 
compassion for purposes of protecting the world. 
The first alternative is ruled out, as the Pancaratra 
does not admit of a plurality of God, but 15 an 
uncompromising monotheism. On the other alter- 
native of a single Deity in fourfold forms, the question 
of origination does not arise. Sankarsana, Pradyumna 
and Aniruddha are really the highest Brahman; they 
are not jivas, manas and ahamkara respectively. If 
they are so called, it is because they control] these 
factors from within. Thus, in truth the Pancaratra 
does not, as it is alleged, countenance the view that 
the soul has an origin. Whoever says it does advocate 
the non-vedic doctrine of the origination of the soul ts 
really ignorant of the Pancaratra teaching, 

(iv) Vipratisdhat: 

“Moreover, on account of contradiction (the 
authority of the Pancaratra cannot be assatiedj.” The 


Pancaratra agamas actually deny origination to the soul 
and assert its eternity, Thus the objections raised 


against them are not tenable. The allegation that 
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there is denunciation of the veda, is baseless, because 
the statement is not to be construed as meaning that 
the veda is no guide to transcendental felicity, but 
only as signifying the inability of Sandilya to ascertain 
the profound truths of veda and the Pancaratra helping 
him to comprehend easily the vedic teachings. Far 
from belittling the veda, it proclaims the greatness of 
Bhagavat Sastra and suggests that while the veda and 
the agamas contain an identical teaching, the latter arc 
easier of comprehension, 


Yamuna presents quite a number of alternative 
interpretations of the third and fourth sutras, all alike 
strengthening the conviction that the authority of the 
Pancaratra cannot be gainsaid. 


It passes one’s understanding how Badarayana 
(Vyasa) foremost among those proficient in the veda 
who loudly proclaimed the glories of the Bhagavat 
Sastra in his Mahabharata could be taken as having 
denied it any authority in his Brahmasutra the most 
authentic exposition of vedantic teachings. 


Thus with unparalleled dialectical skill and with 
a wealth of convincing arguments Yamuna turns the 
table against his opponents and establishes conclusively 
the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra. 


R RAMANUJACIIARI 
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PREFACE 


The present study was undertaken to increase the 
materials for a historical study of Vedanta thought. 
Yamuna’s treatise on the scriptural validity of 
Pajicaratra introduces a very significant chapter in 
Vedintamimamsi, both because of its author, who was 
the predecessor of the famous Raminuja, and in certain 
essentials anticipated the latter’s fully worked-out 
system of ViSsistadvaita, and because of the intrinsic 
interest of the work itself, which in effect makes a plea 
for other and new authority beside the traditionally 
acknowledged authoritative scriptures. 

The translation of this relatively brief Prakarana 
proved to be difficult, for its language as well as its 
subject matter. No commentaries seemed to exist, 
nor has the text been translated before. I have used 
as my basis the edition of Rama Miéra Sastri, 
reprinted from the Pandit at Benares, 1937, I was 
unable to consult original manuscripts of the work, 
so that my dependence of the printed text was 
complete. The edition 15 good, with not too 
many misprints, though it २३ somewhat unreliable 
in its punctuation. There are a number of obvious 
corruptions, whose restoration was casy and a few not 
so obvious ones, the emendation of which must 
remain doubtful. The acompanying Sanskrit Text 
is based upon the Pandit edition as well as a text in 
Telugu character, and includes my emendations which 

have been noted in the annotations when it was a less 
than obvious case of correction. 


xix 


The work is written in a mixture of ślokas and 
prose, but the kārikā portions form such a complete 
unity with the prose passages that, with accompanying 
Sanskrit Text, it seemed pointless to distinguish them 
in the translation, More useful may prove my 
division into paragraphs for more convenient refer- 


ence, which has been carried through in both text 
and translation. 


I have tried to keep the English readable, as far 
as the concise and highly technical style of the author 
allowed, Although the reading of the work will 
remain difficult, I hope that thus this interesting 
treatise will be more accessible to scholars and laymen 
who lack the knowledge or the leisure to read the 
Sanskrit. To many of them it will prove to be 
rewarding. The historian of Indian thought, and 
especially of Vedanta at the start of its medieval 
development wil! find here a lucid exposition of the 
scope of the scriptural authority accepted by the 
tremendously influential sects of southern Vaisnavism. 
The cultural anthropologist alert to the historical role 
of the sects as vehicles of social and cultural change 
will be interested in the manner in which a leading 
exponent of Vaisnavism defines his sectarian position 
within the orthodox tradition of the Vedas and Smrtis. 
The historian of religions will be arrested by the 
exceedingly well-reasoned apologta for a valid scriptural 
basis of “ Tantric” religious experience and practice. 


But for the enlightened sponsorship and most 
obliging patience of Mr. V.S. Raghavan of Park 
Town, Madras, the publication of this study would 


xx 


have been long delayed, ifit could have taken place 
at all. Mr. Raghavan has looked upon his venture as 
an act of Kaimkarya, of selfless service to his Guru, 
and it is in a kindred spirit that I have continued the 
study, which was originally begun in India, during my 
stay at the University of Chicago. Illuminated 
support of studies in the history of the Indian Culture 
is urgently needed if a great tradition .of scholarship, 
both in India and the West, is to continue and to meet 
the challenges of a new world, Mr. Raghavan’s 
example of generosity in promoting serious studies उ 
the classical works of Vaisnavism is a hopeful sign that 
such support will continue to be forthcoming. 


Chicago J. A. B. van BUITENEN 


INTRODUCTION 


1. NATHAMUNI AND VYAWUNA: The almost total 
lisappearance of prior works which pave a systematic 
exposition of the theology of Vaisnavism within the 
framework of Vedanta makes Yamuna the first 
Vaisnava Vedantin, about whose views we are informed 
10 asignificant degree. Though we may not be as 
well informed as we could wish—his most important 
work, the Almasiddhi, is now incomplcte—, his works 
allow us to form a good impression of this author, 
whose significance has long been overshadowed by that 
of his pupil Mahaparna’s great pupil Ramanuja. The 
extent to which Yamuna’s works have been negiected 
15 measured by the fact that his most important collec- 
tion, the Siddhiiraya, has been permitted to be truncated 
and that at least two of his treatises, the Purusanirnaya 
and the Kasmiragamaprdmanya, now appear to be lost. 
Modern research has Jargely bypassed him, and only 
quite recently English translations have become avail- 
able of his Siddhitraya! and Stetraratna 2 


Tradition has it that Yamuna was the grandson of 
Nathamuni with whom the line of Alagiyas or Acaryas 
begins, At the conclusion of his Agamapriminya 
Yamuna devotes a stanza to 1115 predecessor, and 
follows it with a stanza, closing the treatise, which 
extols the greatness of those scriptures “whose spirit 
has been increased by the glorious Nathamunindra,’’s 
The addition of these laudatory strophes would indeed 
secrm most appropriate at the end of a treatise which 
expounds the scriptural validity of Paficaratra Agama: 

A 


a 
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for in writing this exposition Yamuna was acting very 
closely in Nathamuni’s spirit. Just as Yamuna was to 
claim authority for a class of texts which had not 
before been given official recognition as part of the 
Vedanta literature, so Nathamuni before him claimed 
authority for the collection of Tamil hymns known as 
the Prabandha. Within a few generations the canon of 
Vaisnava Vedanta was thus increased enormously 
and it may be useful to enlarge on the implications. 


As so often, it would seem that the Vaisnava 
hagiographers, for all the pious and at times miracul- 
ous detail they were moved to add, translated into 
legend a core of historical fact, which remains 
recognizable. Jt is told that Nathamunl, after a 
pilgrimage to the hallowed places of the North— 
Mathura, Vrndavana, Haridvara, Dvaraki and Puri—, 
became aware of the ritual use that had been piven to 
the Tamil hymns of the Alvars. The Prapannamrta, 
written one generation after Ramanuja, or five genera- 
tions after Nathamuni, notes that at Kumbhakonam 
the study of these hymns was considered damaging to 
Vedic orthodoxy, and that the offending texts had 
even been thrown in the Tamraparni river, There are 
several, and not always consistent, accounts of the 
manner in which the scriptures were saved. It js said 
that Madhura-kaviy alvar, a pupil of Namm-alvar’s, 
was instrumental in transmitting his master’s work the 
Tiruvaimoli to Nathamuni, or the latter received tt 
directly from Namm-ialvar’s hands. Perhaps the most 
interesting fact is that when Nathamuni wanted a 


second hearing of the text for purposes of study, he 
was referred to a local artisan who (“by Namm-ilvir’s 
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inspiration’) revealed the work to him. If we may 
regard the details of the miraculous recovery as edify- 
ing embroidery, the fact stands out that Nathamuni 
had to go to the common people in order to collect the 
hymns of the Alvars that had been rejected by the 
orthodox authorities. Although the Tamil scriptures 
had not received official sanction for use in high temple 
worship, they were current among the people, and 
certainly also in use at their devotional worship. What 
Nathamuni in effect did was to incorporate these 
scriptures, henceforth known as the Dravida Veda, in 
the temple worship at Srirangam. 


P. N. SRINIVASACHARI remarks that “this innova- 
tion effected a silent revolution in temple worship, as 
it raised the status of the Prabandha to the level of the 
Veda, and hberalized the meaning of Revelation.* It 
15 Important to recall that it was the bhakti movement 
which produced the Alvars and made their perfervid 
exultation in the God live among the people. By 
incorporating the Tamil Prabandha among the sacred 
scriptures that served in temple worship orthodox 
tradition was enabled to ally itself to the popular 
movements which had a tendency to break away from 
Brahmanism, and to be itself revivified by them, For 
along time to come Valshavism in the South looked 
for its spiritual leadership to Srirangam. 


Nathamunt lived to the ripe old age of 96 and 
died in 920. He was succeeded at Srirangam by 
Pundarikaksa Uyyakkondar and then by Rimamigra 
Mianakkal-nambi. Rāmamiśra was Yimuna’s teacher, 
Legend has embroidered his early life with many 
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details, not all of them consistent. Asso frequently 
Inthe hagiographies of great saints, Yimuna showed 
early signs of great knowledge and at the age of twelve 
defeated in debate the learned Akkiilvin of the Cola 
court. He was rewarded with ‘half the kingdom’ and 
led a life of great luxury, until a new encounter with 
his old teacher Ramamigra, who handed over to him 
his grandfather’s legacy of the shrine of Srirangam, 
opened his eyes to his spiritual obligations. 

Like his distinguished successor Rāmänuja, 
Yimuna too is supposed to have lived to the age of 
one hundred and twenty years, From this pontificate 
at Srirangam must date a comparatively small oeuvre 
of theological and philosophical treatises. They com- 
prise several small devotional poems, the Stotraratna 
and the Catuhsloks (both commented upon by Venkata- 
natha in his Rakasyaraksd in which he seeks to define 
the theology of Laksmi on the basis of the Catukslokz), 
avery brief summary in stanzas of the Bhagavadgita 
Gitdrthasamgraha (which became the programme for 
Ramanuja’s Gitabhdsya' and was further enlarged upon 
in Venkatanatha’s Gitérthasemeraharaisa), and a series 
of expositions in mixed Aarika and prose style, the 
Atmasiddhi, Isvarasiddht and Satnvitsiddhi, usually 
bundled together under the title Seddittraja; a lost 
work Purusanirnaya “ Argumentation for a Personal 
God”; and finally two disquisitions on the authority 
of Agama, the Agamapramdnya and the Agsmiragama- 
Pranidhya, 

Precisely what we have to understand by Aasmir- 
dgama is not clear, but Yimuna’s use of Agama in 
the other work is abundantly evident. In this treatise, 
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Yamuna sets out to prove by scripture and Jogic that 
the texts of Paficaratra Agama have an authority 
equal to that of the Vedas, because they are God’s 
direct revelation, He argues this validity not so much 
10 a particular school of philosophical or theological 
thought as against established orthodox opinion® which 
reserves exclusive authority for the Vedas and the 
accepted Traditions that derive from them. Striking 
even more than in the Almasiddht is Yamuna’s polemi- 
cai tone and argumentative manner. Throughout his 
works the impression which he creates is that of a high 
temple pricst who १५ not content routinely to continue 
the temple services as they had grown in Srirangam, 
but is apostolic in his fervour to persuade orthodoxy 
not only of the existence, but also of the truth, of a 
complete Vaisnava philosophy and theology. He may 
rightly be called the first apologist of a Vaisnava 
theology. 


Like his predecessor Nithamuni, who had made 
room for the Tamil Veda in the temple worship, 
Yamuna too effected a silent revolution. Not in temple 
worship, to be sure, since the contents of typical 
Paficaratra texts abundantly demonstrate that they 
had grown out of temple service and recorded practices 
that had been observed since long. The revolution 
which he effected was in Vedanta tradition, and it has 
proved to bea crucial one. After Sankara who con- 
tinued an orthodox tradition of monism, and Bhaskara 
who continued a not less orthodox tradition of dualism- 
monism, traditions both which based themselves 
principally on the Upanisads, Yamuna gave Vedanta 
a completely new scope. Not only did he argue a 
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theistic Vedinta--as others had done before—, he 
argued it with texts that so far had had no place in 
the tradition of uilaramimdmsd. The significance does 
not lic principally in the fact that he accepted as cano- 
nical a certain class of sectarian Vaisnava texts, but 
that he argued it within the aupanisada tradition, 
several schools had arisen which, while paying lip 
service to the Vedic scriptures, in practice ignored 
them in favour of more accessible and more popular 
texts. The interest and the importance of the Agama- 
framanya lie In the author's intention of bringing 
within the Vedinta tradition, and thus in a way 
subjecting to this tradition, a body of religious litera- 
ture that often had been denied to be part of it. 


The motivation of this attempt was In part surely 
to restore to Vedanta thought the religious inspiration 
that, one cannot help but feel, was threatened by the 
philosophical acrobatics of the monistic schools. This 
religious inspiration was for Yamuna that of the reli- 
gion of worship and devotion that had swept Southern 
India. Asa temple priest, he saw this religion guided 
and contained in the temple worship which itself was 
guided by Paficaratra tradition. From this poini of 
view the Agamaprdmanya was a plea for the emancipa- 
tion of popular religion. 


2. EARLY PANCARATRA: The origin of Paficaratra 
is obscure, because it has not one origin. Investigation 
into the meaning of the word faficaratra in so far as it 
might shed light on the origin of the tradition associated 
with that name has been hampered by the too great 
emphasis laid by recent authors on the ‘philosophical’ 
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content of the tradition. Jt is noteworthy that 
Yamuna himself does not accent this philosophical 
content at all in the Agamapramanya, and that he 
understands Paiicaritra principally as a tradition of 
ritual worship. What Paficaratra signifies for him is 
diksa and the other sacraments; drddhana and the 
various aspects of the ritual worship of the God; fija, 
devotion to the arca, function and use of nirmalya and 
nawedyas and rites like the pajicakalika. A similar 
Significance does it have for Venkatanatha in his 
Sripaficardtraraksd. As has been pointed out by 
other scholars, thc cosmological and philosophical 
content of the Paficaratra Samhitas are far less con- 
siderable than their ritual contents. 


In these ritual contents we have the cumulative 
growth of many centuries, and at the present stage of 
our knowledge concerning the history of non-yapiia 
ritual it is vain to identify the origins and early 
development of the numerous rites and ritual specula- 
tions. Inevitably the name paiicardtra has invited 
speculation’ that the tradition is historically linked with 
Vedic ceremonials, like the Paficaratram Sattram 0 it 
is, however, impossible to find convincing arguments 
for such a construction. 


The question thus rises whether it is permissible 
to separate the cosmological super-structure from the 
ritual content, and to scck to connect the name 
paticaratra with the former. ‘This is tempting because 
in the Mahabharata we find several references toa 
Paficaritra system just In connection with certain 
speculative tencts. I believe that although without a 
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doubt the system referred to in the epic as Paficariitra 
is basically the same as the cosmological system des- 
cribed, or taken for granted in the later Pajicaratra 
Samhitis, the original meaning of the name fajicardtra 
cannot be elicited from the cpic. 


All but one of the occurrences of the term are to 
be found in the Nirayaniya book, chapters 334-351 of 
the Sintiparvan. One of the most distinctive features 
of the doctrine there set forth is the fourfold nature of 
the Supreme Being, which immediately recalls the 
Vytiha doctrine of Paficaratra. There are two series of 
names to clescribe the four aspects, one of very minor 
Importance, and one of major, and remaining import- 
ance MBh. 12.334 relates that the eternal Narayana 
was born the son of Dharma in the Krta age during the 
Svayambhuya manvantara, as Nara, Narayana, Bari 
and Krsna Svayambhuva.? The devotion to Narayana, 
the general concern of the Nariyaniya, which is also 
called Satvatamata’® and proclaimed by the Sun," is 
associated particularly with the people of Svetadvipa 
north of the Milk Sea. Although thus there ts a very 
definite identification of both doctrine and devotion 
with the name of Narayana, the most common descrip- 
tion of the quaternity of God fis in Krsnaite terms, as 
Vasudeva, Samkarsana {Baladeva), Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha. But in these terms is also captured a 
particular doctrine of the relationship between God, | 
soul and body, in terms which strongly recall the 
essentially theistic Samkhya of the epic. The Purusa, 
the Supreme Being, who is the soul of all beings, ts 
Visudeva. This Purusa enters the body which Is 
constituted of the five elements. The context conveys 
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that from this contact between purusa and body the 
jiva appears, which is the embodied soul, or the purusa 
as embodied. The Jiva is called Sesa,'* but more 
generally Samkarsana," by the name of Krsna Vāsu- 
deva’s half-brother. Samkarsana produces the manas, 0 
which is described also as an incarnation of Sanat- 
Kumara,’ but specially as Pradyumna,'® Krsna’s son 
by Rukmini. From the manas Pradyumna originates 
he who is the “agent, cause and instrument, from 
whom the universe of moving and unmoving entities 
derives, the God manifest in all actions,” the Ahamskdra 
named Aniruddha after Pradyumna’s son. 


This doctrine must have enjoyed considcrable 
currency and in many places of the epic, outside the 
Moksadharma, there are references to it, Itisalsoa 
most interesting doctrine, since it combines a particular 
cosmological-psychological view with a devotional 
religion concentrated on the person of Krsna The 
philosophical basis is easily recognizable; the doctrine 
is that of the eight prakrtis and God/purusa. It differs 
from the most common descriptions of the eight 
prakrtis in that the three superior ones, Jiva, manas and 
akamkdara not only deviate from the usual series buddhi, 
ahamkara and manas, in name as well as function, but 
that the three are putin a very close relation to the 
purusa-Vasudeva, a relation so close that they can be 
described as forms of the God. Nevertheless, the three 
are different from God, as the kinship pattern in which 
they are arranged clearly illustrates. Ina way this 
part of the doctrine resembles the doctrine of the 
sikgmasarira or lwigasanra.® The place of manas is 


puzzling since regularly the manas appers after and 
B 
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below the akamkāra. But this may be not more than 
a particular use of the term; not infrequently in older 
texts we observe that manas can be a name for that 
entity that is clsewhere known as buddhi.” 

The kinship pattern in which the cosmology is 
put is quite important, because it very lucidly illus- 
trates how the relationship between God and the 
world is represented and by itself refutes the later 
objection against Paficaratra that it allows the jiza to 
“ariginate’ from God. The fact that God is called 
Vasudeva, and that the jive is designated by the name 
of Samkarsana proves that some sort of independent 
cocxistence was admitted of God and individual soul, 
for Vdsudeva was the half-brother of Krsna, not the 
son. The relationships this pattern illustrates are: 

Purusa पा jim 

Manas (Buddft) 

Akamkdra 
At this point it becomes clear that the doctrine 1s 
basically not an eight prakrti doctrine, but a seven 
prakrti doctrine, which is the older form of the 
former, The jiva is the individual soul which heads 
a series of seven evolvents, That at one stage the 
relation between ja and manas was not viewed as a 
simple cause-effect relation may be shown by the 
fact that the sive is called Samkarsana, who was nat 
the father of Pradyumna. 

In the absence of evidence in the epic that 
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha were, In 
their own right, the objects of cult worship, the con- 
clusion is justified that their role was primarily that 
of providing the cosmological doctrine with an imme- 
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diately, and popularly, comprehensible pattern. The 
purusa of the doctrine was identified with Krsna who 
himself was equal to Narayana; the others illustrated 
the relations between the various orders of the cosmo- 
logical doctrine. Hence they have no independent 
existence from Krsna Vasudeva, as for example differ- 
ent avataras of one God may have a separate existence 
of their own. In the form of the doctrine known from 
the Samhitas, this is formulated in the doctrine of the 
Vythas, which is that of the one God In a quaternity 
of forms, which should not be equated with the cos- 
mological orders, for they are each God. This point 
will occupy us when we consider the interpretations of 
the ulpatljasambhavadhtharana in the Brahmasiitras, 


It is not clear from the Narayaniya what relatinn 
the series of Vasudeva, Samkarsana, Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha entertains with the series Nara, Narayana, 
Hari and Krsna. After the latter four have been describ- 
ed as manifestations of the Supreme,* it is the former 
manifestations which are described in detail when an 
account 15 given of Narada’s visit to Svetadvipa.? And 
on Narada’s return to the Badari hermitage, only 
Nara and Narayana are brought further to the scene. 
Perhaps we can think of regional variations in the 
developing Vaisnavism which will be absorbed almost 
without trace in the Paficaratra system. This much js 
clear that Nara-Nérayana (themselves frequently 
equated with Arjuna-Krsna) were clasely linked to the 
doctrine of ihe four Krsnaite manifestations which 
thereupon seems to have superseded a Nara-Narayana 
tradition. 
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The tradition in which the cosmology of purusa 
jiva, manas and ahamkdra was formulated in the terms 
of Krsna Vasudeva and his family and certainly in- 
volved a Krsna devotion, is described as Satvata and 
Paficaratra. But the literal meaning of the term 
“Five Nights’? does not permit of interpretation in 
this context. It is noteworthy that the Nirayaniya 
itself seems to make an attempt to reinterpret the 
term Pajicardalra, In the Narayana litany 12.338.4 
Narayana is called paficayajia, faficakdlakartrpate, paitca- 
ratrika, This series of three epithets cach compounded 
with pajica can best be interpreted as a unit and trans- 
lated as follows: “(Homage to) Thee of the Five 
Offerings, Lord of those who perform the Paficakala 
ritual, Thee of the Paficaratra,’’ Unless | am mis- 
taken, this points at an interpretation of Paficaratra 
as “The tradition which observes the Paficakala ritual.” 
An explicit reference to this faficakdla ritual is to be 
found in a previous chapter of the Narayaniya 12 336.51: 

tair isteh paticakdlajijair karir ekantibhir naraih | 

bhaktya faramayd yuklair manovakkarmabhts tadé | 
If my suggestion that paittardtra is here connected with 
paficakala is correct, we still have to regard it asa 
reinterpretation of the word, for faicardtra “ a span of 
five nights (and five days)’ cannot really signify 
“five times” as a name of a ritual that took place five 
times a day, 

The only other explicit reference to Paficaratra in 
the Mahabharata is not very helpful. Here (12.218. 
11-12) in a very early layer of the Moksadharma (but 
probably interpolated) the thinker Paricagikha is thus 
described: 
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pañcasrotasi nisnatah paiicaratravisdradah: | 

paiicajtiak pancakrt paiicagunah pañcašikhah smrtah | 
The Stoka is obviously mspircd by the name of this 
thinker, He was an early Samkhya philosopher in 
whose doctrine there is no association with Vaisnava- 
Kyrsnaite Paficaratra. 


A critical survey, then, of the cpical evidence for 
the term Paficaratra docs not produce a solution for 
the problem of the original meaning of the word. 
Therefore, there 1s perhaps some Merit in approaching 
the question from an entirely different direction. 
Could the case be made that in Paficardtra we have 
a specialized use of a term that originally had a wider 
and more general use ? 


The juxtaposition of Paiicaratra with traditions 
like Samkhya, Yoga and Pasupata,® the references to 
the esoteric nature of the doctrine, and the intimations 
of the ascetic life of its followers suggest that the 
Paricaratra way of life was typically that of seekers of 
wisdom and enlightenment whose beliefs and practices 
were not necessarily part of Vedic ritualist sacerdotal- 
ism, but who were wandering sages, and Tecluses, 
and pilgrims. Like so many of those mumuksus who 
from the sixth century B.C. (and doubtless before) 
went about teaching or settled down in semi-retirement 
from active life in a life of contemplation, the Pafica- 
ratrikas too, whose doctrine later on remains linked 
with the innovators rather than with conservative 
ritualists, may have been part of the same movement 
that in the first millenium B.C. Jargely reformed the 
ancient dryan tradition. These sages were not neces- 
sarily organized in definite groupings, although the 
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very fact of the early appearance of orders in Buddhism 
and Jainism must indicate that many of them observed 
similar or comparable regulations and vows which 
could become the basis of monastic life-rules, Among 
the commonest of these vows were self-chosen home- 
lessness and its corollary, religious mendicancy. On 
the practice of these vows, however, nature imposed 
certain limitations. Surely the rainy months always 
forced the homeless wanderer to seek a temporary 
retreat in a village, and the normalization of this in 
early Buddhism, which led to the Vihara system, must 
reflect a generally observed practice. 


These observations may provide an approach to 
the explanation of the name fafitaritra, Non- 
doctrinaire literature knows of Paficaratrikas without 
any apparent creedal affiliation, Thus for example, 
the oldest extant Sanskrit version of the Brhatkaihd, 
contained in Budhasvamin’s Srhatkathaslokasamgraha, 
describes a certain grhastha as a Paficaratrika who 
leda n ‘ascetic’ life. This griastha, which in this text 
generally means vaifya, in the present case, specially 
a prosperous farmer, gives up his old life in quest of 
salvation. His complete lack of allegiance to any 
school is brought out with humorous emphasis. The 
farmer reviews the practice of pilgrimage to Avimukta 
and Benares, the philosophy of Vedanta and the 
doctrine of the Buddha, and finally decides himself in 
favour of the Jast “for the doctrine of the Buddha has 
a reputation for efficiency.” ™ 


It is clear from the context that the Paficardtrika 
is not distinguished by any particular faith or creed, 
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but by a more or less ascetic life-rule. And elsewhere 
the same text tells us precisely what kind of Hfe-rule ts 
expressed in the term pajicardira. The setting is a 
conversation between a disguised PaSupata and a young 
brahmin friend. He remarks to his friend that his 
affection has caused him to stay several months at 
Rajagrha and that he is now obliged to depart. For 
even householders have to obey certain observances for 
their own good, let alone the seckers after the highest 
good; whereupon he observes 229 


eharalram vased grdme paticardiram munih pure | 
iti pravrajitacaram etam veda bhavdn tti || 


The hermit should live one night in a village for 
every five nights that he stays in town; you know that 
this is the life-rule for those who have left their homes 
as pravrdjakas.”” 


‘this rule clearly does not apply to Pasupatas 
alone. itis far more likely that it is inspired by the 
hoary practice of homeless wanderers to retreat during 
the two rainy months and to go abroad during the 
remaining ten. Towns rather than villages were the 
scene of their preaching and mendicancy, but the 
villages were their retreats Quite consistently with 
the grhastha paficardirika who became a ‘Buddhist’ 
pilgrim, this Pagupata too thereupon departs on an 
extensive pilgrimage. The context shows also that one 
need not leave town every five nights, yet the five- 
nights were made characteristic of a whole way of life. 


A paficardtrika in this very large sense is therefore 
an itinerant religious recluse, who follows the Fiye- 
Nights rule regardless of doctrinal allegiance. With 
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the growing systematization of doctrine which identi- 
fied certain wandering saints ever more precisely with 
definite schools and traditions, Paficaratrika became 
specialized in its meaning and was mostly, though not 
invariably, associated with the Vaisnava tradition since 
known by that name, Pañcarātra, from which paiica- 
rairtka or paiicarairtka was formed, was reanalysed from 
the name: a paficardirika was a paficaratranusdrin, and 
Paficaratra became the reinterpreted name of the 
tradition he followed. 

This explanation of the name seems on the whole 
somewhat more plausible than that which postulates a 
relation with the paficaralram sattram mentioned in the 
Satapatha Brahmana. Paficardtra as a system allied 
itself from the beginning more with popular devotional 
relglon— bhakti is repeatedly mentioned in the same 
contexts of the epic-—, than with the brahmanaic 
ritualism that was obviously losing its hold. 


3. PANCARATRAIN THE BRAHMASUTRAS: Accord- 
ing to the commentatorial tradition the concluding 
siitras of the Tarkapiada 2.2 of the Brahmasutras deal 
with the doctrine of Paficaratra. The sutras con- 
cerned are extraordinarily cryptic, and without a 
firm tradition to that effect one could hardiy make out 
that its orthodoxy is at stake in siitras 42-45. The 
four stitras read: ulpatipasambhavat ; na ca karluh keranam ; 
vijidndadibhdve vd tadapratisedhah; vipratisedhac ca. 


According to Sankara, who interprets the lines as 
a condemnation of the system, the point at issue 15 the 
relationship in the Paficaratra doctrine between purusa 
-Supreme Brahman, the jiva (Samkarsana)=soul, and the 
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manas (Pradyumna). This view is accepted alike by 
Bhāskara, Yamuna (who also adds alternative interpre- 
tations) and Raminuja. In Sankara’s and Bhaskara’s 
view the four siitras enumerate arguments against 
Paficaratra, according to the others the first two contain 
the pirvapaksa, the latter two the stddhante. 

However unsatisfactory tn most cases a prima-facie- 
translation of single Brahmastitras must be, it may be 
useful to make some attempt to discover how the 
Author (or as some maintain the interpolators of the 
Tarkapada) viewed the Paficaratra. If indeed the 
Paficaratra is at issue in 2,2.42.45 (and this we must 
take on faith), some primary observations can be made. 
In all previous cases the traditions discussed are 
condemned. Secondly, the Brahmasitras are not con- 
cerned with saving any particular tradition, e.g., Pafica- 
ratra from outside attack; their concern is to defend 
the aupantsada tradition against rival traditions whose 
views are in conflict with it and which can be shown 
to be unscriptural. 

Therefore, if we find, after the refutation of 
several heretic traditions, an adhikarana devoted to 
Paficaratra, our first assumption 1s that the Author has 
something to refute in it. But against this, it may be 
argued that the Author was himself in favour of 
Paficardtra and wished to conclude his argumentations 
of the Tarkapada on a positive note, asserting by way 
of siddhdnta the orthodoxy of this tradition. On the 
basis of the sutras themselves neither of the two 
assumptions can be proved. 

One more argument can be made. The fact that 
Bhiskara’s commentary on the siitras follow that of 

k] 
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Sankara very closely while the aupadhikavdda philos- 
opher lets no opportunity pass to attack his advaitin 
adversary when a controversial point is at issue has led 
INGALLS to conclude that both Bhaskara and Sankara 
virtually copy a pre-existing bhasya by a Proto- 
commentator since Bhiskara cannot be expected to 
copy his arch-antagonist. Following this line of 
argument the hypothetical proto-commentator must 
have rejected the authority of Paficaratra and explained 
the siltras concerned as containing a condemnation of 
the system, because both Sankara and Bhaskara explain 
them thus. Even if Incauzs’ hypothesis is right, this 
does not bring us much nearer to an understanding of 
the true sense of the stitras. Moreover, the hypothesis 
is unconvincing; although there are indications that 
there existed a traditional explanation of the siitras 
{the principal argument for which 15 the firmness of 
the tradition concerning {the upanisad passages 
explained in the sutras), there may have been several 
and they may have been minimal. Considering the 
extreme paucity of surviving comments from before 
Sankara, on which I have enlarged elsewhere, I find it 
easier to believe in orally transmitted school traditions, 
which might differ from place to place, than in a fixed 

text available to both Sankara and Bhiskara 

On the whole one is inclined a priori to expect 
that the Brahmasiitras include a discussion of the 
Paficardtra in order to refute that part of the doctrine 
that the Author considers unscriptural. Whether the 
Author, or as the case may be, the interpolator was 
correct in his condemnation 13 another matter. 

The first of the four controversial siitras reads 
utpattyasambhavat, This must be the hetu to an implied 


INTRODUCTION 19 


proposition, on which all commentators—Sankara, 
Bhaskara, Yamuna and Ramanuja—agree: ‘PT lis 
tradition is unscriptural {like the preceding ones)}, 
because of the impossibility of origination.” The only 
entity of which it can be said in this context that it 
cannot originate 1s the soul. 


The second sutra is clear enough: na ca dariuh 
karanam. Considering the previous sutra where the 
origination of the soul was in question, it 1s clear that 
here too we must supply a word like ulpadyate: “And 
the instrument does not originate from the agent,” 


The difficulty lies mainly in the third sutra: 
uinanadibhace vad tadapratisediah The genitive to be 
supplied 15 to be supplied from the previous sutras; it 
is either “‘{(soul) or karaga, or both. The commenta- 
tors take the last possibility, treating soul and karana 
in Paficaratric terms as vyiihas which in turn imply the 
other two. The translation then would be: “Or in 
case [the four vyiihas are taken] In the sense of 
vijfianddi, there is non-rejection of that.” For bhadve 
‘in the sense of...” one may also render “if they 
are... All commentators allow that एव introduces a 
new argument; for Sankara and Bhiskara this js 
a different characterization of the oyithes, not as entities 
in cause-effect relationships but as personifications of 
the divine properties of God, for Yamuna and 
Ramanuija the new argument is a refutation of the 
previous objection. The latter two do not take 
vijfanddt to refer to the divine properties. Yāmuna 
suggests no less than three different explanations: as 
dvandva: “knowledge as well as beginning,” ie. a 
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description of the supreme brahman; as a faé-purusa: 
“the beginning of knowledge,” in which case the gen- 
itive to be supplied to vijfdnadibhave ts asya paticardtra- 
gamasya: ‘since Paficardtra is the source of true 
knowledge”; and finally is a dchuvriti with the same 
supplement of asya paiicaratragamasya: ‘since Pafica- 
ratra has its origin in the true knowledge of God.” Of 
these explanations Ramanuja retains the first one- 


If we may accept that the supplied genitive is 
indeed fesam vyahandm, the explanation of vijfdnadt : 
“The divine properties of knowledge, etc.” would seem 
not only hermeneutically the most obvious one (... कवी" 
in the expected sense), but also contextually the most 
relevant. Then the problem shifts to fadaprattsedhah : 
non-rejection of what? Either of the impossibility of 
the origination of the sou}, or of the impossibility of 
the origination of instrument from agent, if we stick to 
what the siitras themselves have supplied. What 
happens if Samkarsana is not taken as jiva, nor 
Pradyumna as manas, literally, but as aspects of the 
deity which each represent certain divine properties ? 
These aspects are all equally God, and cause-effect 
relationships simply do not obtain. If this is indeed 
the correct interpretation—and Sankara’s and 
Bhaskara’s contrary ones are far-fetched—, this would 
in effect mean that the Author reverses himself, 


The discussion closes with a last argument in Aelu 
form vipratisedhac ea “and because of conflict,” which 
is such a general ground that it can be interpreted any 
way, depending on how one interprets the previous 
sūtra, Brief and general though it is, the stitra offers 
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a problem of its own: ca. The commentators in 
general ignore the syntactical patterns of the sūtras 
and, as here, treat Aelusin the ablative and proposi- 
tions like na ca Kartuh karanam as being on the same 
level, with no apparent reason for the difference of 
syntactical formulation. But what does «a join? 
According to Sankara’s and Bhiskara’s explication the 
hetu vipratisedhat with both the hetu utpath asambhavdtand 
the heiu analysed from na ca kariuh karanam, according 
to Yamuna and Ramanuyja vipraltsedhāt with the hetu 
analysed from vijfianadibhave va tadapratisedhah. Perhaps 
it is possible to link directly ulpfattyasambhavat.... 
vipratisedhae ca. These two hetus are interrupted by a 
parenthetical discussion na ca kartuli Karanam, vijianddt- 
bhave va tadapratisedhah, ‘This is a kind of construction 
well represented In philosophical style of which this 
sūtra style is a severe abbreviation. A possible inter- 
pretation then would be: ७ ,, because of impossibility of 
origination (also the instrument does not derive from 
the agent; or, if these entities are taken in the sense of 
knowledge, etc., we need not reject this part of the 
doctrine}, and because of conflict,” Under this inter- 
pretation the final conclusion would be against 

Paficaratra. 

It 1s obvious that the above attempt at a philologi- 
cal interpretation must remain inconclusive. It may, 
however, have its use by showing how completely 
dependent we are on the commentators, and how 
completely absent our criteria are to judge between one 
and the other, Iam not without hope that a com- 
prehensive study of the style and syntax of the siitra 
collections eventually may provide criteria of judg- 
ment; inthe absence of such a study we must for the 
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time being resign ourselves to the fact that we cannot 
utilize the Brahmasiitras in specific detail for the 
history of Vedanta and of Indian Philosophy generally, 
because we cannot independently make sense of them. 


4. SANKARA AND BHASKARA ON PANCARATRA 


Hereunder, I add new translations from the 
commentaries on the utpallpasambhavadhiserane by 
Sankara and Bhiskara which are our earliest evidence 
of the attitude which at [east one tradition in Vedanta 
took to the orthodoxy of Paficaritra, As both philos- 
ophers point out, it is not the gencral orthodoxy of 
Pajicaratra as a system of religious practice which is at 
issue, but the orthodoxy, or conformity of specific 
points or theological doctrine. Somewhat in contradic- 
tion with this view of the matter is the interpretation 
by both commentators of the last sutras which clearly 
implies that Paficaritra is non-Vedic in orientation; 
but neither thinker gives much weight to this point, 
though it must be noted that for Yamuna this was the 
fundamental objection raised against Paficaraira. 


l. SANKARA, BRAHMASUTRABHASYA (2.2.42-45) 


ulpativasambhaval (2.2.42) 


The views of those who maintain that the operator 
is not the material cause, that the Lord is only the 
operative cause, have now been refuted. Presently the 
view of those who hold that the Lord is the cause In 
both ways, material as well as operative, is confuted. 


OBJECTION. But in previous sutras, it has been 
decided on scriptural authority that the Lord is in fact 
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both operative and material cause. Why then should 
the Author now wish to refute this point? 


Repry, Even though a certain part ofa doctrine 
may not be open to disagreement, because it conforms 
and holds the same view, nevertheless other elements 
of doctrine may give rise to disagreement; and it is 


with this point in view that the Author now embarks 
on his refutation. 


The Bhagavatas maintain concerning the question 
the following doctrine: the venerable Lord, the unique 
Vasudeva, whose essence is unaffected knowledge, ts 
the supreme reality. He exists in four forms, into 
which He has divided Himself, as Vasudeva, 
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. Vasudeva is 
called the Supreme Soul, Samkarsana the individual 
soul, Pradyumna the mind, Aniruddha the ego-factor. 
Vasudeva is the supreme cause, Samkarsana and the 
others are effects. When one has worshipped this 
Supreme God for a hundred years with the rites of 
preparing the way, preparing the gifts, offering them, 
and studying, and when all one’s sins have been 
cleansed, one will attain to the venerable Lord. 


That part of the doctrine which states that 
Narayana, who 15 well-known to he transcendent over 
the ayakta, who is the Supreme Soul and the soul of 
the Universe, divides himself into more than one being 
and exists in this condition, is not rejected: for it js 
found from such texts as “Hc exists as One, he becomes 
three, etc.,” thatthe Supreme Soul exists in a plurality 
of forms. Nor is it denied that propitiation of this 
venerable Lord with rites of preparing the way, etc, is 
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to be constantly observed with exclusive concentration, 
for religious devotions to the Lord are quite well-known 
in both gruti and smrti. But as to the contention that 
Samkarsana originates from Vasudeva and Pradyumna 
from Samkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna, 
we maintain that this origination of the individual 
soul, called Samkarsana, from the Supreme Soul, called 
Vasudeva, is Impossible, because it entails the defect of 
non-eternality, For if the individual soul has an origin, 
such defects as its non-eternality follow. Consequently, 
its attainment of the Lord cannot mean salvation, for 
ifan effect returns to its cause it 1s completely merged 

with it. Also, the Author denies the origin of the 

individual soul in the sditra: “Not the soul, because there 

ts no Srutt to that effect, and because, tls elernality follows 

from the gratis" Therefore, the assumption 1s not con- 

sistent with the truth. 


na ca kariuh karanam—3. 

Besides the assumption 1s inconsistent, because 
experience shows that an instrument, e.g., an axe, does 
not originate from an agent, e.g., Devadatta. ‘The 
Bhagavatas however maintain that the instrument, sc. 
the mind called Pradyumna, originates for the agent, 
sc. the soul called Samkarsana. Out of this mind, 
itself born of the soul, the ego-factor called Aniruddha 
originates. Without an example we cannot ascertain 
that such is indeed the case: nor do we find a §ruti 
ta this effect. 
vijrdnadibhdve vd tadapratisedhah—44, 


Or else 11 may be that these three beings Samkar- 
sana, etc, are not really meant to be identical with 
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soul, etc, But then what are they? They are all to be 
accepted as Gods who possess the divine properties of 
knowledge, sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and 
splendour, They are all Vasudevas, defectless, cause- 
less, immaculate. Consequently the afore-mentioned 
defect, namely, the impossibility of origination does not 
obtain. | 


REPLY. Even so, there is no refutation of it, that 
15 to say, non-refutation of the impossibility of origina- 
tion stil] obtains; that means that the same defect, sc. 
impossibility of origination, obtains in a different 
manner, How? First, 11 the meaning 3s this that these 
four, Vasudeva, etc., are mutually distinct and are all 
four co-equal Gods, and that they are not identical in 
essence, then the assumption of a plurality of Gods is 
senseless, because the functions of God can be 
accounted for by one single God. Also this violates 
their own doctrine, because they hold that only the 
venerable Lord Vasudeva, is the supreme reality. 
Secondly, if the meaning is this that these four are the 
co-equal divisions of this one venerable Lord, still the 
impossibility of origination obtains under this condi- 
tion. For Samkarsana, cannot originate from Vasudeva, 
nor Pradyumna from Samkarsana, nor Aniruddha from 
Pradyumna, because no one exceeds any other one. 
For it is necessary that the cause exceeds the effect, as 
in the case of the clay and the pot; for without such 
excessian, the effect can be regarded as the cause, 
And those who follow the Pajicaratra doctrine do not 
accept any difference In degree of the properties of 
knowledge, sovereignty, etc. between anyone of the 


four divisions, or between all four of them, for they 
D 
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hold that all the divisions are Vasudevas, without any 
differentiation. Nor are the divisions of the venerable 
Lord limited to four, since we find that all things in 
the Universe, from Brahma to a blade of grass, are 
divisions of the venerable Lord. 


vibratisedhae ca—§5, 

A variety of conflicts are observed in this system, 
like, for example, the assumption that property is 
substance: for we find that knowledge, sovereignty, 
power, strength, heroism and splendour are properties, 
yet they themselves are all Lord Vasudevas. Also 
there is conflict with the Veda. For we find that the 
Veda is being censored in statements like this: ‘Failing 
io find the supreme good in the four Vedas, Sandilya learnt 
this system.” Therefore, it 1s established that the 
Paficaratra theory does not conform. 


2. BHASRARA, SARIRAKAMIMAMSABHASYA, 2.2.42-45.32 


utpaltyasainbhavat—2.2.42 

Now the doctrine of Paficaratra is examined. The 
objection is raised that there is no justification for 
doubting™ its validity, because it does not militate 
against revelation. Why? They maintain that 
Vasudeva is the material as well as the operative cause 
of the Universe; and a discipline of ritual acts is the 
means of attaining Him. It is taught that when one 
has propitiated the venerable Lord Vasudeva with 
ritual disciplines like preparing the Way,” preparing 
the gifts, the offering of them, and studying, one will 
attain to Him. All this is quite well-known from 
revelation too. Therefore, we find nothing in it that 
is to be condemned. 
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REPLY. The ritual acts, characterised as worship, 
meditation and contemplation of the God, as well as 
the knowledge concerning such acts, are considered 
valid. However, if some part? 1s found among 


acceptable elements that is In conflict, that part must 
be rejected. 


According to the doctrine of the Bhiipavatas 
Vasudeva is the Supreme Material Cause, and the 
supreme Soul. From him the individual soul called 
Samkarsans originates, from Samkarsana the mind 
called Pradyumna,” and from him the ego-factor called 
Aniruddha. Against this view this sūtra is Jaid down: 
“because of the impossibility of the origination of the 
individual soul from the Supreme Soul Vasudeva.” 
Why this impossibility ? Because this entails the defects 
of non-eternality,” etc. In the absence of beings 
which are involved in heaven, hell, or release, the 
authority of the Veda is vitiated, and the ordinary 
practice of the world 1s brought to astand-still. There- 
fore this assumption 35 unjustified. 
na ca दया karanam—43. 


It is also unproven that the mind called Pradyumna, 
which is the inner organ, originates from the agent, 
namely, Samkarsana the individual soul. For the axe 
docs not originate from Devadatta. 


vipndnddibhave vd tadapratisedkhak—44. 

The particle va in the sense of indicating an alter- 
native meaning. AJl these beings are indeed Lord 
Visudevas and as such without cause and defectless, 
possessed of the divine properties of knowledge, 
sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and splendour. 
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The reply to this is ds follows: even if these are 
knowledge, etc., this docs not invalidate the argument, 
that is to say, there would not be refutation of the 
defect of impossibility of origination :*! the same defect 
obtains. If all four are equal, there is impossibility of 
origination because no one exceeds the others; or if 
they are unequal, the impossibility mentioned above 
obtains nonetheless, 


vibraitsedhae ca? —45. 

In stating that the mind is called Pradyumna and 
that Aniruddha 1s the ego-factor, it is stated that they 
are Instrument and ego-factor respectively. Thus the 
postulation that they are all souls in the above assertion 
‘fall these souls....”? is self contradictory. And there is 
conflict with gruti: ‘Failing to find the way to the 
supreme good in the four Vedas,” Sandilya composed 
this system,” 


5, RAMANUJA ON PANCARATRA 

In view of his predecessor Yiamuna’s concern with 
Paficaratra, the reticence of the illustrious Vaisnava 
philosopher Ramanuja about the same system is some- 
what puzzling. Except for his commentary on the 
ulpaliyasambhavadhtharana, in which he follows Yamuna, 
Rimanuja remains wholly silent about the elements 
bath of doctrine and of religious practice of Paficaratra. 
Elsewhere, I have suggested** that Raminuja was 
motivated by a desire to reach all Vedantins and did 
not wish to limit his appeal, which he based on sruti 
and universally recognized smrtis, by emphasizing his 
allegiance to any particular school and by quoting as 
decisive authority, sactarian texts that others would 
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refuse to accept. Also the cosmogonical doctrine in 
which most of the philosophic superstructure of 
Paficaratra. consists was of no immediate concern to 
Ramanuja’s ontological preoccupations, Still it remains 
curious that even in his introduction to the Gilabhasya, 
where Ramanuja enlarges upon the manifestations of 
God in their different gradations, no room whatever is 
given to even a passing mention of, for example, the 
Vyihes, Rarely, moreover, will one find him use the 
appellation Vasudeva. When it occurs in the texts, he 
comments upon, it is translated into Narayana, which 
is his favourite name for God. 


Therefore it may be useful to include here the full 
translation of Raminuja’s commentary on the ulpaitya- 
sainbhavadhikarana, both for its own sake and for its 
relationship to Yimuna’s discourse. In the numbering 
of the Sribhasya this adhikarana comprises Brahma- 
sutras, 2.2.39-42, 


ulpattpasambhavat--39., 


Another doubt that may arise, viz., that the 
Paficaratra system—which being promulgated by the 
Venerable Lord Himself actually sets forth the means 
of attaining the summum bonum—has also no authority 
because it would be in the same class with Samkhya 
and other systems, is presently disposed of. 


With regard to this system the objection is raised : 
The individual soul, Samkarsana by name, originates 
from Vasudeva, who stands for the Supreme Brahman, 
the ultimate cause. From Samkarsana orginates the 
manas called Pradyumna. From that again originates 
the subjectifying organ called Aniruddha: Thus is, as 
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is well-known, the doctrine of the Bhdgavatas. So it is 
held that the individual soul has an origin; but this is 
contrary to the Sruti: for the g§rutis maintain that the 
soul has no beginning: “® The intelligent being is not born 
nor does tt die.” 


na ca kartuh karenem—AD. 

"From Samkarsana originates the manas called 
Pradyumna’’ means that the instrument manas has its 
origin in the agent soul- which is impossible because 
the Sruti declares that the manas, too, has its origin in 
none but the Supreme Brahman: “From Him spring 
breath, mind and all senses." Consequently, this system 
is also denied authority since its teachings are in 
conflict with the §rutl. 

At this point we propound: 
vundnadtbhave va tadapratisedhah— 41. 

With vē this view is exchanged for the opposite 
one. Vijfidnddt, 12, viyfidna “knowledge” as well as 
édi—“beginning ”—refers to the Supreme Brahman. 
Where Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha are of 
the Supreme Brahman’s being, the doctrine which 
declares this very fact cannot be denied authority. In 
other words : that the origination of the soul is 
promulgated in contradiction with the Sruti is an 
objection raised by people who do not really know the 
doctrine of the Bhagavatas. Actually this doctrine is 

that the Supreme Brahman—called Vasudeva—, moved 
by affection for those who take refuge in Him, exists 


Himself and by His own will in a quadruple form in 
order to serve as a refuge for His votaries. So in 
Pauskarasamhita: “Agama is that in which the Brahmins 
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who adhere to the tradition make a duly of toorshipping the 
quaternity under tts different names,” etc. That this 
“worship of the quaternity’’ is the worship of the 
Supreme Brahman under the name of Vasudeva js 
declared in the Sitvatasamhita: “ The great upanisada 
of Brahman ts the most important astra as it imparts disert- 
mination to the Brahmins who worship the real Brahman 
under Vasudeva’s name. This Supreme Brahman called 
Vasudeva, whose personality 1s constituted by the six 
qualities in full measure, the votaries will attain when 
they have worshipped Him through acts following on 
knowledge, and cach will attain Him in proportion 
that he is qualified: in His subtle form, or as Vytha, 
or as Vibhava, in which He is differentiated Through 
worship of the Vibhava he will attain the Vyiiha, and 

through worship of the Vytha he will attain the 

Supreme Brahman in His Subtle form in which He is 

called Vasudeva. This is their view. Vibhava is 

defined as the sum-tota! of the manifestations Rama, 

Krsna, etc. ; the Vyiha has the four forms of Vasudeva, 

Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha; the Subtle is 

the Supreme Brahman called Vasudeva whose person- 

ality is constituted by the six qualities alone. So in 

Pauskarasamhita: “ That gastra by means of which one 

attains the Supreme Brahman called Vasudeva completely 

through acts following on Knowledge,” etc. 

Therefore, Samkarsana, etc. also constitute the 
voluntarily Assumed personality of the Supreme 
Brahman who, according to the Srutt, ® 1s born ir many 
ways without being born : १२५६ so, since it is declared that 
Brahman has births in the form of voluntary assump- 
tions of individuality occasioned by His affection for 
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Elis votartes, the S4stra that declared the same cannot 
therefore be denied authority. Samkarsana, Pra- 
dyumna and Aniruddha are in that system, the oper- 
ators of the categories of soul, manas and subjectifying 
organ, so that there 1s no contradiction if they are 
denoted by the words for soul, etc., just as Brahman Is 
denoted by the words space, etc. 


vipratisedhac ८८-4१, 

Besides, in that very system the origination of the 
soul is emphatically denied: as in Pauskarasamhita : 
“The nature of prakrtt is declared to be non-spirttual, 
subservient fo the other, eternal, ever-developing, governed by 
the three gunas, the field of expertence for beings subject to 
karman. The conjunction of prakrit and purusa takes place 
through pervasion, for the purusa ts determined as betng in 
reality without beginning or end.’ Therefore, since all 
the Samhitas declare thus that the soul is eternal, the 
origination of the proper form of the soul is denied in 
the Pajicaratra system. It will be said later on, in the 
sūtra naimd sruteh,“ why in Vedic and profane usage 
the soul is said to be born, to die, etc. 


To conclude: the very doctrine denies the origin- 
ation of the soul, so that the objection that it 1s not 
authoritative, since it holds that the soul originates 19 
absolutely rejected. 

Then there is the outcry of some who think that 
since Sandilya studied the Paficaratra doctrine because 
he could not find a proper basis in Vedas and auxiliary 
sciences, and that this signifies that no proper basis for 
man’s ends in life is found in Vedas and auxiliary 
sciences, it follows that the tantra is incompatible with 
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the Vedas. But this is obviously no more than a parti- 
pris of people who have not the faintest idea about the 
purport of the Veda and not the slightest consideration 
for all the canons which corroborate the Veda. For 
example, in the text: “ Morning afler morning those tell 
lies who offer the Agnihotra before sunrise,” the censure 
_ with which the oblation before sunrise mects serves to 
exalt the merit of the oblation after sunrise. Or, for 
example, in the opening text of the so-called bhimavidya 
Narada begins : “ My Lord, I have studied the Rgveda, 
the Yajurveda, the Sadmaveda, and fourthly, the 
Atharvan, and fifthly, epic and purana,’’’ continues to 
sum up all the branches of knowledge and concludes: 
“but, My Lord, here I am knowing the mantras but 
not the soul.” That he thus declares to have found no 
knowledge of the soul tn all the branches of knowledge 
except the bhiimavidya means that he exalts the value of 
the bhiimavidyd, which he is about to set forth—or else, 
the contention of this Narada is occasioned by the fact 
that he was unable to find out the Supreme Reality 
that is set forth in Vedas and auxiliaries. Similarly 
Sandilya’s contention, as may be gathered from his 
exposition later on of the Supreme Reality Brahman 
called Vasudeva, who is tobe known from the Vedanta. 
So it is said in the Paramasamhita that in view of the 
difficulty of understanding the meaning of the Veda, 
the śāstra has commenced in order to facilitate this 
understanding: ४ My Lord, I have studied in great detail 
all the Vedas with the auxiliary and substdiary sciences, and 
I have listened to the auxiliaries together with the disputations. 
But nowhere in all those texts have I found beyond all doubt 


the road to bliss by which the end ts attained?’ and ® the 
E 
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Lord Hart, who knows, has taken the essence from the 
Vedanta and summarized it in an easy form to show His 
mercy to His devotees.” 


Therefore, tt is beyond reproach that the Lord 
Vasudeva who is identical with the Supreme Brahman 
and who is known from the Vedanta—absolutely 
opposed to all imperfection, solely comprising perfec- 
tion and ocean of immeasurable perfect qualities like 
infinite knowledge, bliss, etc. and whose every will ts 
realized—has gazed upon His devotees, distinguished 
according to the system of the four stations and four 
stages of life and conformably pursuing the four ends 
of man’s life, dharma, artha, kima and moksa; and 
shoreless sea of compassion, clemency, and affection, 
He considered that the Vedas which teach true know- 
ledge of His proper form, His superna! manifestation, 
the means of His propitiation and the fruit thereof, 
were difficult to grasp for all gods and men different 
from Himself, as they are divided In Rg, Yajuh Saman 
and Atharvan, with numberless branches and consist- 
ing in injunction exegesis and formula, and therefore 
He Himself composed the Paficaratra Sastra to teach 
the true purport of the Vedas. 


Mareover, if others interpret the four Lessons of 
the Sutras in such a way that they deny the authority 
ofan incompatible component part, this interpretation 
runs counter to the very letter of the Sutras and to the 
intention of the Author of the Sittras. Yor the Author 
of the Sutras, after having promulgated the Sutras that 
set forth the canons of Vedanta, composed in support 
of the Veda the hundred thousand glokas of the 
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Bharatasamhitaé, in the jfanakanda of which, the 
Moksadharma, he declared: “Then a householder or an 
initialed, or a hermit, or a wandering mendicant wants to 
attain the final atm, which deity is he io worship then?” and 
soon and proceeds to propound the doctrine of the 
paficaritra §astra in a long disquisition: “This bas been 
éxtracied from the Bharata epic in tts full length of one 
hundred thousand Slokas after it has been churned with the 
stick of thought: like Butter is extracted from curds, and 
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the Aranyaka 
from the Vedas, the Amrita from the herbs™ this Mahopa- 
nisada which is consistent with the four Vedas and the 
demonstrations of Samkhya and Yoga is called the Patica- 
rdiras This bliss, this ts Brahman, this ts absolutely 
salutary 55 Consistent with Rg, Yayuh and Saman and the 
Atharodngirasas.* This discipline will of a certainty be 
authoritatice.”*? ‘The words samkhya and yoga above 
denote jiianayoga and karmayoga, compare “the 
samkhyas through Jrianayoga and the yogins through karma- 
Joga. Further in the Bhismaparvan: ‘‘Brahkmanas, 
ksatriyas, vaifyas and $itdras as described are all to worship, 
fo serve and to honour Madhava according te the sdtoata ritual 
that has been promulgated by Samkarsana.”™ Now, how 
would it be possible that the foremost of Vedic scholars 
Badarayana, who has said this Himself, would say that 
the sitvata §astra, which sets forth the ways of wor- 
shipping and propitiating Vasudeva, the Supreme 
Brahman, the One known from the Vedanta has 
really no authority whatever? 

However, in texts ike: “AreSamkiya, Yopa, Paiira- 

ratra, Vedas and Pagupata all founded on the same principle 
or have they different foundations,” O Sage?’ and so on, it 
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is said that Samkhya, etc. do also deserve our respect, 
whereas they are refuted in the Sdriraka. Hence it 
would be the same with this system too.—No, for in 
the Mahabharata the same argumentation is embodied 
as in the Sariraka. The meaning of the question: 
“Are they founded on the same principle or not’ is this: Do 
Samkhya, Yoga, Pagupata, Vedas and Paficaratra set 
forth the same fundamental or different ones? And if 
they set forth one and the same fundamental, what is 
it? But when they set forth different fundamentals, 
their teachings are incompatible and since we have no 
option in matters of reality, it follows that only one can 
be admitted: what is that जाट?" To this question he 
replies; “Know what these different theories of knowledge 
really are, O Royal Sage. The founder of Sdmkhya ts 
Kapila, ® etc. and he declares that Simkhya, Yoga and 
Pasgupata have their origins in persons because they are 
creations of Kapila, Hiranyagarbha and Pasupat:; 
then in “the teacher of the Vedas is held to be Avantara- 
tapas, ® he states the impersonal origin of the Vedas, 
and finally he says in “founder of the entire Paficaratra 15 
Narayana Himself, ® that no one but Narayana has 
promulgated the Paficaritra system. What the author 
here intends to say is this: Inasmuch as the personai 
systems hold mutually irreconcilable views on reality 
nd maintain tenets that are incompatible with the 
..eality as we know it from the Veda without the 
slightest possibility of such errors as inaccuracies, etc. 
since its origin is impersonal, they can hardly be deemed 


, tocarry any authority on reality such as itis. And 
Narayana, the Supreme Brahman, is the One known 
from the Veda. Therefore, we may accept the funda- 
mentals of pradhdna, purusa, pasupait, etc. as propounded 


INTRODUCTION 4] 


by these various systems only in so far as they are 
ensouled by Narayana the Supreme Brahman, who 
is the One known from the Veda. So he says; “In 
all these different systems of knowledge, eminent prince, we 
see that according to tradition and logic the sovereign Narayana 
ts the only basis: tie, he who ponders over reality 
yath@gamam yathanyayam, sc. as propounded by these 
different traditions and corroborated by arguments 
sees clearly that Narayana alone is the basis of alk 
reality, That 15 to say: as the fundamentals are not 
declared in these systems to be ensouled by Brahman, 
the ane who, on the authority of Srutis “ald this is verily 
Brahman, ® “Narayana is all, etc. realizes that every- 
thing in fact is ensouled by Brahman, understands that 
Narayana alone is the basis. 


Consequently, considering that Narayana, the 
Supreme Brahman, the One known from the Vedanta, 
is Himself the founder of the entire Paficaratra, and 
that this system sets forth His proper form and the 
means of worshipping Him, it is evident that no one 
can seriously maintain that this system is on a par with 
the other systems. Hence, it is declared in the same 
epic: “Thus it ts said thal samkhyayoga and vedaranyaka 
—which are mutually complementary—constitute the one 
Paficaratra £"? samkhyayoga is ‘‘Samkhya and Yoga:’’ 
vedaranyoka “the Vedas and the Aranyakas”:; these are 
said to be mutually consistent and te constitute the one 
Paficaratra because they form a whole inasmuch ag 
they all propound one truth. In other words: the 
Aranyakas accept the 25 fundamentals of the Simkhya, 


the discipline of yama, niyama, etc. of the Yoga and 
declare that these fundamentals are ensouled by 
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Brahman, that this discipline is a form of worshipping 
Brahman, and that the acts of the Vedas are propitia- 
tions of Him, so that they hereby propound the proper 
form of Brahman: it is precisely this that the Supreme 
Brahman Narayana Himself elucidates in the Pajica- 
rétra Tantra, And what is rejected in the Siriraka is 
not the fundamentals as such of the Simkhya, but the 
tenet that they are not ensouled by Brahman; and 
what is rejected of Yoga and Pagupata is not the dis- 
cipline and Pagupati as such but the tenet that the Lord 
is only the operative cause, the fallacious opinions on 
major and minor fundamentals and certain unorthodox 
practices. Therefore, the text: “Samkhya, Yoga, Parica- 
rdatra, Vedas and Pasupata are all in essence authoritative and 
are not to be invalidated by argumentations,”® which means 
that their fundamentals as propounded in these systems 
are to be accepted and the systems are not to be 
anathematized in their entirety like the fundamental 
doctrines of Jainism and Buddhism: for this iş in 
agreement with the statement that “according to tradi- 

tion and logic the sovereign N&rayana is the only basis,” ™ 
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12. 339. 33 उ, 


fad (sc, Sariram of five elements) दणका brahman na driyo 
daghuctkramah | 


utpanna eva bhavati fariram cestayan prabhuh | 
na vind didtusamehdtam farirain bhacatt koacit | 
na ca jivam vind brahman vayacas eestapanty uta | 
12. 339, 36. 


12 339. 36; cf. 5.07 : Samkarsanam agrajam sarvabhltdndn, 
created by Krsna; thus 12, 207. 10; 344.16; 13. 159, 


12, 339, 37 Í. 


» ¢f. 1.67: Pradyumna as incarnation of Sanatkumira; 10. 
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self and evolves Aniruddha from Pradyumna; in 13, 159 
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12, 539, 38. 


. In the sense that the four ४४४1125, or Vasudeva and the three 


others constitute the ensouling principle of the gross body 
(12. 339. 3+ हा.), yet Vasudeva is the soul to Samkarsgana, 
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theory of the subtle and gross creations. 
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12. 359 110 f. 
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Chowkhambi Sanskrit Series 70; 185; 209; Benares 1915) 
is very poor; the Amendations suggested hereunder are 
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sembhacad dogah syapratigedhah. 
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gipratizedhde ca, and thus restore the submerged sūtra, 


Read sederu catursu; all MSS have त्याचाच; all other authors 
have avagataran. 
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1. Dedication to Visnu. 
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PART ONE: THE MAJOR Opposition 3—52 


“Pancaratra Sastra is not a valid means of knowledge.’ 


The validity of Paficaratra must depend on other 


means of knowledge. It cannot depend on 
Perception, 


Nor on a supposed all-embracing divine Percep- 
tion, 


Objection. The scope of Perception depends on 
the percipient; in asupreme percipient supreme 
Perception is possible. 


Refutation. No Perception can be supreme, since 
it 15 limited by its organ. 


Objection. Even so, Perception as a whole could be 
total. 


Refutaon. No, the finite can never become 
infinite. Thus there can be no all-embracing 
perception and the validity of Paficaratra, 
dependent on such Perception, collapses. 


Wor can its validity depend on Inference. 


Nor on Scripture, whether explicitly found, or 
proved to exist by Inference, Analogy or Circum- 
stantial Implication. 


Objection. The same reasoning applies to the 
validity of any Smriti. 


Refutation. No, since the validity of Smrti resides 
in the fact that its injunctions are observed by 
the same agent as observe the Vedic injunctions. 
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20. 
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These agents do not observe Paficardtra injunc- 
tions, because those are condemned by exemplary 
exponents of the three Estates. 


Objection, But since the Bhigavatas are Brahmins, 
this should validate Paficaratra. 


Refutation. But they are not Brahmins. 


Discussion of the caste rank of Bhagavatas and 
Satvatas ; the evidence of Smrti. 


Evidence of their customs and conduct. 


Paficaratra is invalid, because it opposes the Veda 
and is therefore heretical. 


+4 


First Minor COUNTER-OPPOSITION : 
THe NALYAYIKA VIEW 18-23 


Paficaratra is independent of Veda, both corporal 
of verbal statements being accounts of the unl- 
versal Perception of the same Personal Ged. 


For the Veda too must have been composed by 
a Personal Creator. 


This Persona] Creator has complete knowledge 
of Dharma and Adharma, 


For these are the means of world creation and 
must therefore be completely known by the 
world creator, 

Proof for the existence of such a Creator is 
furnished by the proved producedness of the 
world. 

The ritual acts of individual performers cannot 
be ultimate causes of world creation and destruc- 
tion. The existence of a divine Creator 15 
abundantly evidenced by Scripture and Tradi- 
tion. 
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27. 


20. 
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33. 
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35. 
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There is no authority for such a creator of the 
Veda either in Perception or in Inference, since 
such an author would be motivated by bodily 
existence and since, if Dharma were provable by 
other means of knowledge, there would be no 
purpose for the authority of the Veda. 


The argument that someone must know Dharma 
because someone has created the world Js fallaci- 
ous, since there is no scope for a world creator. 


Nor does 2 creator need to know the means for 
his creations. 


Nor can it be proved that the world as a whole 
15 produced. 


If it were produced, the producer could not be 
God. 


The God of reason is a person with personal 
defects. 


He could not operate independently of his 
personal karman, which renders him superfluous. 


No author of the Veda is remembered. 
The preterpersonal virtue of the Veda, 


Conclusion. Since there can be no divine author 
of the Paficaratra, it must have been composed 
by someone in order to deccive, 


Objection, God need not be proved by Inference. 
He is proved by Scripture. 


Scriptural testimony is informative of fact as 
well as of karya, and Vedic statements on God 
therefore have full authority. 
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SECOND MINOR COUNTER Oppostrion: 
Tue PRABHAKARA VIEW 36-41 


Only injunctive Vedic statements are denotative, 


Factual statements are denotative only if con- 
nected with injunctions. 


Generally denotation belongs to words in so far 
as they are connected in an Injunctive sentence. 


Otherwise indicative statements with injunctive 
sense are impossible. 


Thus the Upanisads are informative only in so 
far as they are construed as subordinate to an 
injunction, which even then does not prove the 
existence of its content. 


Consequently Scripture cannot prove the exist. 
ence of God. 


Continuation of the Bhatta opposition. Even if 
Ged existed, he could not be omniscient, since all 
knowledge derives from sense perception. - 


The omniscient Gods claimed by different sects 
cancel one another, 


Objection. Vasudeva, the omniscient promulgater 
of Paficaratra, is proved by Scripture and must 
therefore not be compared with the Gods of 


other systems. 


Scriptural statements concerning the omniscience 
of Pagupati are figurative. 


Refutation. If Vasudeva is indeed proved by 
Scripture, the promulgator must either be a 
deceiver or Vasudeva in his role of illusionist. 
Consequently Paficaratra has no validity. 


Paficaratra Tradition cannot be compared with 
Manu’s Tradition, since that would make the 
promulgator dependent. 
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Paficaritra is traditionally known as a heresy. 


And it is also heretical because of its unscriptural 
doctrine that the soul has a beginning. 


Paficaritra cannot be eternal, 


Arguments against the Pai$upata and other such 
‘Traditions apply equally to Paficaratra. 


52. Final Conclusion: Paificaratra ts not a valid means 


53. 


of knowledge. 


PART Iwo: MAJOR ARGUMENTATION 53-139, 


SYLLOGISM. **Paricardtra is valid, because tt produces 
faultless knowledge, like the Vedic Statements”. 


54—55. The thesis is not disproved by Perception and 


Inference. 


96-57. It cannot be shown logically that Pajicaratra is 


58. 
99. 


00. 


outside the Veda. 


The thesis is not disproved by the Veda. 


The ground of the syllogism is not defective. 


ft cannot be shown that Paficaratra as language 
statement is defective because 1t derives from 
a person, 


61—62. Nor can the Pribhakara view be admitted that 


63. 


64, 


05, 


GS. 


all non-injunctive statements are non-denotative. 


The Prabhakara view should be restated as 
“denotation of connected meanings generally.” 


Karya is but one of several factors which decide 
denotation, 


Karya statements can only be understood if the 
words canstituting them are already known. 


It is inadmissible to assume different denoting 
powers for different kinds of statements. 
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It cannot be shown that a Karya statement proves 
that Karya itself is instrumental in bringing 
about the fruit. 


68-69. Not Karya but heaven is the Sadhya. 
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Objection. A fruit is not essential to a Karya. 


Refutation, Tt must be, or all acts are fruitless. 
Coneluston : Factual statements can produce 
knowledge of their contents, 


Objection, But this knowledge arises from 
Inference, not from the verbal statement itself, 


ftefutation. No, since a word naturally com- 
municates its meaning. 


General Concluston: The substantive statements of 
the Upanisads concerning God are authoritative. 


The fact that the content of a statement may be 
known through other means of knowledge does 
not render this statement non-authoritative, 


Omuniscience is not acquired through the senses. 


The scriptural statements to this effect cannot be 
disproved. 

The view that statements are only denotative 
if they prompt to action is incorrect. 


The person celebrated in the Upanisads 2s Visnu. 
It is not stated that this Person is Siva. 


Visnu’s supremac Ys and consequently the 
acceptability of His composition, are not 
sectarian assertions but are proved by orthodox 
scriptures. 


The necessity of Paficaritra. 
The same cannot be proved of other Tantras. 


The Kapalika and Kalamukha doctrines are 
heretical. 
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84-85. The Pāśupata and Saiva doctrines are in part 


heretical. 


86. These doctrines have been promulgated by Siva 
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in order to deceive the wor जि. 


Since the other Tantras are not based on 
Scripture they cannot compare with Paficaratra. 


Even if Paficaratra is based on Scripture this 
does not mean that its author was not 
independent, 


Paricaratra is a digest of the Vedic tradition, 


90-91, Paricarilra does not censure the Veda. 
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94, 


The fact that Paficaratra enjoins additional 
sacraments does not render it non-Vedic. 


The fact that Paficaratra is not included among 


the fourteen sciences does not render it non- 
authoritative. 


Badarayana—Dvaipayana does not reject Pafica- 
ratra. 


95-116. On the understanding of Brahmasiitras, 
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Of Brs, 2. 2. 45, 
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107-116, On the optionality of Paficaratra and Veda. 


107. 
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103, 


Second alternative for BrS, 2. 9. 44, 


Objection. Paficaratra cannot beoptional vis-a- 
vis the Veda. 


Refutation. It can, since it is based on the 
independent perception of its author, God. 


110-111, On self-validity and defectlessness. 
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On invalidation. 


The living tradition of Visnu’s authorship of 
Paficaratra. 


Second alternative for 815. १, 2, 45. 


On Jaimini’s rule of the invalidity of statements 
conflicting with the Veda. 


The fact that Pañcarātra is ‘accepted’ by those 
who are outside the Veda cannot render Pafica- 
ratra invalid. ॥ 


On the distinction between those qualified and 
those unqualified for the Veda. 


Paficaratra is accepted by the Vedic sages, 


Bhagavatas are Brahmins. 

On the distinction between Brahmin and non- 
Brahmin. 

The Bhigavatas have traditions of Brahminic 
gotras. 

Brahminhood allows of proof. 
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124. Objection. None of the means of knowledge can 
prove it. 


125. Refutation. It can be proved by Perception. 


126-127, On the supposed lowly origin of the 
Bhagavatas, 


128. On conventional and etymological meaning. 
129. Bhagavatas do not observe vratya occupations. 


130. On rathakara and the meaning of bhagavata and 
satvata. 


131. 


Bhagavata does not exclude the connotation of 
‘Brahmin.’ 


132. On the professional priesthood of the Bhagavatas. 


133. The professional worship of Visnu is not con- 
demned., 


134, On naivedya and nirmalya. 


135. The explanation of Paficaratra condemnation of 
naivedya and nirmalya use. 


136. The nirmalya of Visnu is supremely purifying, 
137. Naivedya as means of the pranagathotra. 


198 Bhagavatas do not reject the Vedic sacraments; 
the EkayanaSakhiyas do, but on the authority of 
their own Vedic sakha. 


139. Concluding benedictions of Nathamuni and the 
Vaisnava sacred texts. 


oti? 
थिय नमः 
थ्रीवराय नमः 
भगवते यामुनसुनये नमः 
श्रीमते रामानुजाय नमः N 


श्रीमद्यामुनसुनिविरचितम्‌ 
आगसप्रासाण्यस्‌ 


जगज्जन्म स्यितिध्वंसमहानन्देकहेतवे ! 

करामरकव दिदलं पदयते विष्णवे नमः ॥ १॥ 
येऽमी केचन मत्स रात्सचयसो SAAN नराः । 
गम्भीरां गुणशालिनीमपिं गिरं निन्दन्ति निन्दन्त ते । 
सारासारविचारकोशळदश्चापारे परेऽवस्थिताः । 
सन्तस्सन्त्यनसूयवयोऽपि बहवः waka ये मद्विरम्‌ NRI 
अभिनिवेदावशीरृतचेतसां वहुचिदामपि सम्भवति भ्रमः | 
तदिह भागवतं गतमत्सरा मतमिदं विश्रान्त विपश्चितः ॥ ३ ॥ 


४, इह फेचिद्‌ यतस्ततोऽवगतकतिपयकुतकेकल्कपिस्फूञ्जित- 
विजितमनसख्यीमार्गसंर्षणन्याजेन निजविमर्शकीशलातिद्यमुप- 
दर्शयन्तः परमपुरुपविरचितनिरतिशायनिःधेवसगोचरपश्चराधतन्तरधामाण्ये 
चिप्रतिपद्यन्ते | 

घदन्ति च | 

देया aa प्रमाणत्वं Ta | 

पकं मानान्तयपेक्षमनपैक्षमधेतरम्‌ ॥ 
तत्रापि । 

न ताचत्पुरुपाधीनरचन बचन कचित्‌ | 

आसीदति प्रमाणत्वमनपेक्षत्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ 


२ आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


पोरुपेयं हि घचः प्रमाणान्तरप्रतिपन्नवस्तूपस्थापनायोपादीयमानं 
वक्तस्तदर्थसिद्धिमन्ुरुध्यमानमेव प्रमाणभावमनुभचति | न च पश्चरात्र- 
तन््रप्रतिपाद्यमान विलक्षणदी क्षापूर्वकभगवदाराधनामिळपितस्पर्थापवर्गा- 
दिसाध्यलाधनसंवन्धं प्रत्यक्षादीन्यावेदयितुं झमन्ते । नहि प्रलक्षेण 
दीक्षाराधनादीनि निरीक्षमाणास्तेपां निधेयससाधनतां प्रतिपद्यामहे । 


न चार्वाचीनाः केचिदविमानुपशक्तयो ५मीषाममिळपितसाधनता- 
मध्य क्षित्तवन्त इति प्रमाणमस्ति, यतस्तेषामपि चक्षुरादीन्द्ियं हृद्यमान- 
मिन्द्रियस्वभावं नातिक्रमितुमुत्सहते | 


५ ननुच! 


प्रकृष्यमाणं प्रत्यक्षं दष्माध्रयसेद्तः । 
अतस्तदाकश्रये कापि aa परिनितिष्टति ॥ 


सर्व हि खातिशायं निरतिक्षयदद्रामनुभवद्‌ ee वियतीव परिमाणं, 
सातिशयं च काकोलूकणुभादिपु प्रत्य समी क्षितमिति तदपि तथा भवितु- 
RÈR इयं च ज्ञानस्य परा काष्ठा या सबैगोचरता, अधिकविषतयेच 
हि जगति ज्ञानानि परस्परमतिरोरते | 
इस्थमैइवयवैराग्यस्तामर्थ्यादिगणा अपि । 
निरस्तातिदायाः पुँसि कचित्सन्तीति सूरयः ॥ 


“” अतो यस्येतदखिलभुवनावलम्विमावभेदसाध्दात्कारिपरत्यक्षे स 
तत्समीकितदीक्षाराघनादिचममाचो भगवानेव घ्याचष्टेति किमजुपपन्न- 
मिति । ' ५ 

६. तन्व प्रसक्षविज्ञानप्रकषेः कल्पितोऽपि वः । 
स्वगोचरमतिक्रम्य नान्यदास्कन्दितु समः ॥ 
तथा दि 


रूपरूपितदेकार्थसमवायिपु चाक्षुपः । 
प्रकर्पो मविछुँ युक्तो डदयमानप्रकर्पवत ॥ 


आगमप्रामाभ्यप ३ 


पयम्‌ , 
इन्द्रियान्तरचिच्चाने विश्वं maaa तु | 
कथे प्रयक्षविशार्न fred चोघयितुं क्षमम्‌ ॥ 
७. ननु तत्हृतलामथ्य विद्यमानोपलम्भने । 
असति हि स्वभावान्गवन्धिनि विद्यमानोपलम्मनत्वे प्रसक्षतैय 
परावर्तते, न ह्यजातमतिव्रृत्तं चाऽवगमयदञ्ुमानादि प्र्मक्षपक्षनिद्षेपं 
क्षमते, तेन अरोपविपयताळक्षणभ्रत्यक्षमरकपः स्यभावनियमनिर्मूलितोदय 
इति न हदयमधिरोदहति | 
८. इदमपि सातिशयेन निरतिदायमनुमिमानः पृष्टो ब्याचष्टामू- 
“ सातिशय पव fq तां दशामन्ुमवति यतः परं न संभवति 
महिमेत्यमिनिविशसे ae इव स्यविरमाचम्‌ ", अथेकस्मिन्‌ सातिशये 
केनाप्यन्येन निरतिइायेन भवितव्यमिति, आहोस्वित्समानजातीयेनान्येन् 
निरतिशयद्द्ामधिरूढेन भवितव्यमिति | 
न ताबदम्निमः कल्पः करपते ऽसुपलम्भतः | 
न हि दषं शारावादि व्योमेध प्राप्तवेभवम्‌॥ 
यदि च तदेव सातिशायमर्संभावनीयपरप्रकप परिनितिष्ठेत , हन्त ? 
daar घटमणिकादिना ब्रहमण्डोद्रचिवरमापूरितमिति तत्प्रतिहतं- 
तयेतरभावभङ्गभसङ्गः | 
atta रव्चलाध्यरवान्मभ्यमः सिद्धसाधनः | 
कल्पान्तरेऽपि gat प्रागुदीरितदृषणम्‌॥ 
चिभुस्तम्मान्तरव्याप्तःस्तम्भस्सातिशयो न हि I 
ट््टपूपेस्तथाऽन्योन्यन्ाघातः स्थित एच स्तः ॥ 
gata वियति परिमाणमिह Rafia तदपि विमर्शवीयमेव । 
परिमाणं हि नाम देशावच्छेदः इयत्ता परितोभावषेषएनमिति यावत्‌ । 
न च wate तदस्तीति कथमिव तदिह निदर्शनतया निर्दिऱयते। यदि 


च नभसि तदनुमन्वीत तदपि तर्हि सम्भाव्यमानपरम्रकर्पभिति पुनरपि 
साध्यविकलता | 


% आगसप्रामाण्यम 


९, न च अतिशयेन प्रस्यक्षेण दीक्षाराधनादयो धर्मतया 
अवबोधिता gam प्रमाणमस्ति; सस्मादस्मदादिु आलोचितपर- 
चेतनातिरेकपरिकल्पनाऽल्पीयसीति नाभिप्रेतसाध्यसाघनसम्बन्धे प्रत्यक्षं 
पमाण, नतरां तन्मूलतया पञ्चरातरस्टतिः प्रमाणम्‌ | 


१०. ल च करणपथदूरचतिनिं अस्तुतवस्तुन्यविनाभावावधारणा- 
धीनोदयमनुमानमुत्पचुमळं, न ह्यह्टचरवह्वयस्तदविनाभावितया धूम- 
AGATA | 


११, न चागमस्सात्वतसमयसिद्ध क्रियाकळापकर्तव्यतोपस्थापन- 
परः Regd, येन तन्सूलतया पञ्चरात्रस्टतयः प्रमाणे स्युः। न 
Tea प्यनुमानँगोचरः, यथेव हि तन्रमसिददीक्ाराधन- 
तत्फळामिमतस्वर्गादिसाध्यसाधनभावो नाज्ञसानगोचरः AFINA- 
धारणविरदात्‌ , एबं तन्मूलागमोऽपि तत एव ATTA शक्यः | 


न चागमेनापि प्रस्तुतस्मरणमूलभूतागमावगमः सम्भवति। स दि 
dat पोरुपेयापीरुपेयमेदात्‌ | 
न तावत्पीस्पेयेण घचसा तस्य सम्भवः | 
विप्रठब्धुमपि gyda पुरुपा यतः ॥ 
अद्यत्वेऽपि हि हृदयन्ते फेचिदागमिकच्छळात्‌ | 
अनागमिकमेवार्थ व्याचक्षाणा चिचक्षणः ॥ 
तदिह पञ्चरात्रप्रवन्द्धणामपि तन्मूलभूतागमाचगमपुरः्सरी किं 
स्यनियन्धनानां वेदमूळर्वप्रतिज्ञा, किं घा यथारुचि रचयतां प्ररोचनाय 
तथा चचममिति शाङ्टामहे । 
तावता च प्रमाणस्पं व्याहन्येत समीहितम्‌ | 
न हि नित्यागमः कश्चिदस्ति ताटशगोचरः ॥ 


न चोपमानात्न्मूलश्वुतिसिद्धिरसम्मवात्‌ | 
कथं हादृष्टपूर्वा सा सदशशानगोचरा ॥ 


ERRARTE 4 


न चार्थापछितस्तन्मूरशुतिसिद्धि:, अजुपपत्त्पजावात्‌ , N- 
म्यथा५सुपपस्पा fe तत्कच्यना प्रादुर्मयति । स्मरन्ति fe पञ्चरात्र- 
प्रण तारः--दी झाराधघनादि धमतयाऽष्टकादीनिय मन्वादयः। न चानङ्ुभूते 
aaa स्परणदाक्तिराचिभेवति, अनुभवधेन्द्रियलिङ्गदाम्दसरहदाञुष- 
पद्यमानार्थपूर्वकः, इददाविषये ऽनुभवः ्रसाणान्तरेभ्योऽनाविमर्श्रोदना- 
मेय मूलघुपकब्पयर्ताति। सिध्येदप्यर्य मनोरथः, यदि दि यथार्थेत्य- 
नियम्रोऽनुसवार्मा maitre: स्यात्‌, यदा पुनारागद्वेपामिनियेदादि- 
वद्ीइतान्तःकरणानामयश्यार्थानुभचमाचिता भावनाः STS: स्थती- 
रारचयन्ति कथमिव तदा स्परणानुपपत्तितः प्रमाणभूता श्रुविदपकर्प्येत 
अन्यथाऽपि स्मरणोपपत्तः । 


मन्वादिस्मरणेप्विदारनी का चार्चा। नलु तत्रापि प्रागुक्ता युक्तयः 
पराक्रमन्ते न Wen दृष्टवतामिएलाधनमिति मतिराचिरस्ति । न 
चानुमानं, संबन्धाददोनात्‌, न च WT, तदनुपलम्भात्‌ , न IAN- 
लब्घोञ्चुमातुँ WE, संवन्यादर्ानादेव, न घोपमेयः, सहद्ा- 
निरूपणात्‌ , न च कल्पयितुं शाक्यः, अनन्तरोक्तत्वात्‌ सूम्ृत्यन्यथोपपत्तेः। 


वेदसँयोगिषुरुषस्मरणाज्ुपपत्तितः | 
RAT 'चेच्छुतिस्तभ ततोऽन्यत्रापि कल्प्यताम्‌ ॥ 
यतो नारद्दाण्डिस्यमरमुखाः परमर्षयः | 
स्यन्ते AUIS संप्रदायप्रवर्तकाः ॥ 
ततश्च । 
तुल्याक्षेपलभाधाने पञ्चरात्रमलुस्म्ती । 
प्रमाणमप्रमाणं घा स्यातां मेदो न युक्तिमान्‌ ॥ 
त्यज्यतां या प्रमाणत्बं मन्वादिस्श्तिगोचरम्‌। 
fasta: पञ्चरात्रस्य वक्तव्यो घा-- 
१२. स उच्यते ॥ 
अपि वा कर्वेसामान्यात्‌ प्रमाणमिति STH । 
सूत्रकारः स्फुटीचक्ने वैलक्षण्यं विवक्षितम्‌ ॥ 


द आगमप्रामाप्यम्‌ 


तथा हि श्रुतिविदितानामग्निदोचरदशपूर्णमासज्योतिष्टोमादिकर्मणाँ 
स्सृतिविदितानामए्टकाचमनसंभध्योपासनादिकमेणां च पित्राद्युपदिएत्बात्‌ 
परमहितवुद्धघा agami निर्चिशेषमनुष्ठानं दृष्टं, तेन ताडशशिष्ट- 
घैवर्णिकपरिम्रहद्रढिल्वा स्पष्ठदष्टाएकादिकतेबन्यताप्रतीतिः स्वोपपादन- 
पढीयसीं श्रुतिमेष मूलभूतामवळस्वते । न चेबमाचमनोपतर्‍यनादीनिच 
श्तिबिहिताग्निहोच्चादिपदार्था इष्ठायिनस्तान्रिकाचारानपचरतः पयामः 


प्रत्युतेनान्‌ विगहेन्ते कुर्चाणान्‌ वेदवादिनः | 
तस्मादू यत्क्दसामान्यात्‌ प्रामाण्यं स्सृतिपूदितम्‌ ॥ 
नेच तत्पञ्चरात्रादिवाह्मस्मरणमर्हति । 

न हि भेवर्णिकाः शिष्टास्तदुक्तार्थानुपासते ॥ 


१३. ag तत्रापि श्रुतिस्मृतिप्राप्तशिखायज्ञोपवीताद्धिारयद्‌- 
भिर्भागवतब्राह्मणेरहरहरनुष्ठीयमानार्थत्वेन चोदनामूलस्वे संभाव्यमाने 
कथमिव प्रामाण्यप्रत्यनीकभूता श्रमविप्रलम्भादयः स्मरणकारणतया 
कङ्प्येन्ते । | 

१४. उच्यते | 

हन्तैवंघादिना साधुः प्रामाण्यस्ुपपादितम्‌। 
यत्‌ त्रैवर्णिकविद्विणादिश्टा भागवता इति N 


aq ते कथमशिष्टा ये चैवर्णिकाग्रगण्या mam: ? तन्नः तेवां 
न्रेवर्णिकत्वमेव नास्ति । दृरे ्राह्मणभावः ; न हीन्द्रियसंम्रयोगसमनन्तरं 
केचुचिदेच देहचिरोपेछु अन्गुवतेमानमन्यतो व्याचतेभानं नरत्यातिरेकिणे 
ब्राह्मण्यं नाम जातिविरेषमपरोक्षयामः, रिायकज्ञोपचीतादयस्तु घ्राह्मणा- 
दीनां विधीयमाना न तद्धावमापादयिछुं wart, भाप्यचगमयन्ति, 
दएदाद्रादिचु ब्यमिचारदर्शानात, अतो निर्वियादसिद्धवृद्धव्यघद्दार 
धवात्रावगमनिदानम्‌ । 

१५. न च भागवतेधु घ्राहाणापदमविदाङ्गँ छोकिकाः प्रयुजते | 
भवति च भेदेन व्यपदेशाः-इतो घाहाणा इतो भागवता इति । स्यादेतदू 


झागमप्रानाग्यत Y 


प्राह्मणेष्येच कुतश्चिद्‌ ama सात्वतमागयतादिव्यपदेदाः यथा 
तेष्येय परिताजकादिदाय्दा इति तद्म । 


सदया सात्त्वतदाग्देन केचित्‌ फुत्सितयोनयः | 
उच्यम्ते तेषु सत्स्मेषु दान्दो नान्यत्र घर्तते ॥ 
रदिशचिप्रतिद्दन्दियोगशक्तिपरिग्रहः । 

अयुक्त इति युक्तिक्ञा र्यकारपदे यथा N 


अपरथा maa cama ऽघ्ययनसिददुठ्यङ्त्वमङ्लेनापि 
योगिकीं वृत्तिमपदाय जातिविदोषममिनिविदाते 1 सन्ति च सात्वता 


नाम उरनयमादिसंस्कारहीना चेदयवात्यान्वयिनोऽयरजन्मानः केचिद्‌ 
यथाऽऽद्ट मनु; । 


वेदयाचु जायते वात्यात्‌ सुधन्वाचार्य एच च । 
भारप्य fraga मेजसात्वत एच च N 


इति; 
मागवतशाप्द्श्व सात्वतेघु घर्तत इति नाध कञ्चिद्‌ विवादः N 
स्मरन्ति च | 


qan: सात्वतो नाम विष्णोरायतनानि सः | 
पूजयेदाश्चया रातां स त भागवतः स्मतः ॥ इति 


तथाचोदीरितघार्‍यमसतिकृत्युपायतपेद्भेच स्मरन्ति यदमी ह 
TANT वृत्यर्थमनुतिष्ठन्ती TRI ; तथा चोशना सर्वेषां रपिशस्त्रोप- 
जीवनं आचायखाच्वतयोदँथपूजनं इति, तथा mer पुराणे चिष्णो- 
रायतनानि स पूजयेदाशया Tan, इति, तथाऽन्यच्रापि सात्वतानां a 
देयायतनशोधनं नैवेद्यद्योचनं प्रतिमासंरद्मणम्‌ इति । 

तथा चेरदासंदेइव्य॒दासाय HALT: | 
TESA चा प्रकाशा वा वेदितव्याः खकमेभिः ॥ इति | 


१६, अपि '्वाचारतस्तेपामच्राहाण्यं प्रतीयते | 
चुसितो देयतापूजा दी क्षानेवेद्यमक्षणम N 


ट आगमप्रामाष्यम्‌ 


गर्माधानादिदाहान्तसंस्कारान्तरसेवनम्‌ । 
अओोतक्रियाऽननुष्ठानं दिजेस्सम्वघवर्जनम ॥ 
इत्यादिमिरनाचांरेर्राह्मण्यं सुनिर्णयम्‌ । 


स्मरन्ति हि छृत्तितो देवपूजाया ब्रह्मकर्सस्वनधिकारहेतुत्वं यथा | 


येषाँ वंशक्रमादेव देवार्चावुत्तितो भवेत्‌ | 
तेषामध्ययने यज्ञे याजमे नास्ति योग्यता ॥ इति । 
तथा च परमसंहितायां तेपामेव वचः-- 


आपद्यपि च कष्टायां भीतो वा दुगेतोषपि वा | 
पूजयेनेद seer देवदेवे कदाचन ॥ इति I 


यद्‌पि समस्तविशिएविगर्दितनिर्माल्यधारणमैवैद्यमसणायनजुष्ठानँ 
तदपि तेपामक्राह्मण्यमेघाभिद्योतयति इति । 


अपि च यदवलोकनादावपि चिरिष्टराश्चान्द्रायणादिप्रायश्चित्तानि 
विदधति कर्थं तत्परिग्रहः श्रुतिमूलत्वमवगमयतीति सँभावयामः | 
स्मरन्ति हि देवलकावलोकने प्रायश्चित्तं देवलकाश्चामी देयकोशोप- 
जीवित्वादू gat देवपूजनात्‌ । तथा च देवलः । देवकोशोपजीवी 
यस्स देवलक उच्यते । इति, 
तथा, वृत्यर्थ पूजयेद्देवं त्रीणि वर्षाणि यो द्विजः । 
स वै देवलको नाम सर्वेकमंख गदितः ॥ इति । 
अपि पुनर्वशानुपरम्पण्या धृत्त्वर्थमेच देघमाराधयम्तो उदयन्ते; 
अतो देवळकत््वमकामेनाप्यभ्यज्ञुश्ातर्‍्यं तथा च । 
Reng च पण्डे च TI देवलके WIT) 
मुखानो नेक्षयेदिमो cpr चान्द्रायणं चरेत्‌ N 


इति mir सरन्ति। तथा च विशदतरममीषामेवोषप्राह्मण्यं 
aware | sage देयलकाः setae गणमोग्रदेयळक्ा 


आगमभ्रामाम्यम्‌ ९, 


भागवतत्रृत्तिरिति चतुर्थः पते same dal am च भगवान, 
व्यासः | . 
आहायका देवन्टका नक्षप्रप्रामयाजकाः । 
पत घ्राह्मणचण्डाला महापथिकपञ्चमाः ॥ इति । 

at जात्या फर्मणां च त्रयीमार्गाद्पभ्ररमागवतजनपरिप्रद ag 
पञ्चराप्रशाख्रप्रामाण्यप्रतिक्षेपाय पर्याततो धेनुः, 

तया हि I 

१७. विवादाध्यासित ant न मानं पुण्यपापयोः | 

धयीवाहौर्गृहीतत्वाच्‌ चैल्यवन्दसवाक्यवत्‌ N 

अपि च तेवां घयीमार्गत्यागपुरस्सरः सवेधर्मापदैदा इति स्ववाक्या- 
aq उपस्यापयन्ति way वेदेपु परं Aseem शाण्डिल्य gi 
Treat नियाम TAA alre कथं चतुर्णामपि वेदानाँ FATE- 
साधनाववोधकत्वन्ुदासेन आरभमाणः तत्पसादावगतमर्थ पुमर्थत्तया 
कथयतीरयुत्सेक्येत्त । 

मन्वादयो दि विवदिरतलकलसमीदितसाधनाववोधकमागमै कमूल- 
मभिद्घाना ERITA । 

देदोऽस्िळो wae स्मृतिशीले च तद्विदाम्‌ । 
श्रुतिस्मृतिचिहितो धर्मः | स सर्वोऽभिहितो वेदे सवैश्ञानमयो हि 
स्मः । हृति च। 

(१) यदपरम्‌ उपनयनादिसँस्हतानामधिहसानां च अग्निद्दोत्रादि- 
समस्तवेदिककमंसु पुनरपि भगवदाराघनाधिकारसिद्धये दीक्षालक्षण- 
संस्कारवर्णनं तदवेदिक्रतामिवानुकारयति, यैदिकत्वे दि तैरेव संस्कारै 
सगवदाराधनादावप्यघिभ्िरन्‌ । 

(२) थदपि 'घर्मेभमाणतया समस्तास्निकजनपरिग्रदीतेप चत्तुर्दशा- 
विद्यास्थानेप्वपरिगणनं तदप्यचेदिकत्वे fer अन्यथा हीदमपि 
तदन्यतमत्वेन Maal न च Wid, तदवसीयते अवैदिकमेवेद 


पञ्चरात्रसरणमिति | 
2 


१५ भझगममाभाण्यम्‌ 


(a) अत एव च भगवता वाद्रायणेन श्रयीमार्गप्रत्यनीकभूतकण- 
भगक्षचरणसुगतमतादिवाह्यसमयनिरासावसरे5स्थ तन्त्रस्य निरासः | 
उत्पत्त्मसंभवात्‌ इति । . 

त्रयीविदामित्यमसङ्भ्रहेण तथा प्रयीवाद्यपरिप्रहेण | 
; अनन्तरोक्तेरपि हेतमभिस्तन मानवादिसरणेस्समानम्‌ । 
१८. फव सति यान्यपि लोक वयामोहयितुं विद्वेरणोव्याटन- 
वशीकरणादिधुत्रविद्याधायमेव वहुळमुपदिदा द्भिर्भगवदाराधनादि- 
कतिपयवैदिककर्माणि ' पाञ्चरात्रिकेर्नि्दिदयन्ते तान्यज्जुपयोग्यान्य- 
विस्रम्भणीयानि च श्वरतिनिक्षित्तक्षीरचदिति मन्यामहे | 
' अतो न बेदमूलत्वं पञ्चराधस्य युज्यते । 
प्रामाण्य प्रतिपद्येत येन मन्धादिशासखचत्‌ ॥ 

अत्र कश्विदाह कामे फक्यान्तरितपामाण्येधु मन्वादिस्मरणेचु 
कारणतया वेदाः परिकद्प्यन्ता, पक्चराचस्मरणस्य तु किं चेदेन 
तन्मूळतयाऽवळम्वितेन वेदानामपि यदञ्ुभवनिवम्धनं मामाण्यं art 
एव ' छि पञ्चरातस्परणस्य विदान, न ag तुल्यमूळयोरएकाचमन- 
सरणयोर्मिथोमूळमूलिसावः | 

, परस्परमपेश्चेते तुस्यकश्ष्ये म हि रखती ! 

` ' पघञ्चरात्रधुती तद्वन्नापेक्षेते परस्परम्‌ ॥ 
वेदूळत्वदानेन पञ्चरात्रेऽयसीदति | 
' कुतस्तन्सुलताहानादागमो नावसीदति ॥ 


`, १९. आह किमेवं वेदा अपि पुरुपानुभवाधीनप्रामाण्याः पौरुषेया 
my कस्संहायः, साक्यत्वं हि पराधीनरचनस्वस्वभावसुपछभ्यमानं 
फथमपरथाऽवतिष्ठेत agai अन्थस्पार्य महिमा यत्केनयिद्‌ 
असन्टन्चोऽपि चाक्यत्चेन्ाचतिष्ठत इति चेत्‌, दन्त ताहि पर्य॑तवर्तिनो 
धूमस्यार्य गदिमा यज्ज्यलनमन्तरेणाप्यन्ुच्छिचसत्तानो गगनतळमधि- 


रोइतीति किमिति न स्यात्‌ ! 


आगनत्रामाम्पप ११ 


२०. ननु कथमतिकान्तमानान्तरावतारे धर्मे ग्रन्थः सन्टभ्यते, 
मर्य यतस्लहजसंवेदनलाकात्ळतघर्माधर्म एच भगवान, जगदज्ञकम्पया 
घेदनामातं ग्रन्यम्ाइचयतीति । 


i ॥ È 


२१. किमस्ति धर्माधर्मगोचरमपि प्रत्यक्षं, वाढे कथमन्यथा ag 
भुवनादिकार्यमुपजनयति, स हि तत्र कर्ता भवति यो यस्योपादानमुप- 
करणञ्च साक्षात्कचुँ प्रभवति घर्माधर्मा च जगढुपकरणमिति मीमांसकाना- 


मपि सम्मतमेव । अतस्तत्साङ्षात्कारी कोऽप्याश्रणीयः स च वेदानादी 
निरमिम्रीतेति | 


२२, यस्तु ad गिरिभुवतादयो भाचा न कार्या इति प्रति- 
नूयादेनम्‌ । 
विवादगोचय भावाः कार्यो विश्वम्भरादूयः | 
विचित्र न्निवेात्वाचचरेन्द्रमवना दिवत्‌ । 
तथा सावयवत्वेन विनाशोऽप्यवस्षीयते ॥ 
चिनइयन्ति च ये भावास्ते तत्साधनवेदिना | 
विनाइयन्ते यथा तञ्जेरस्मामिः करकादयः ॥ 
ये पुनरपरिदृ्टवुद्धिमदधिष्ठानतरपतनादि भावाः तेऽपि 
विमत्याक्रान्ता इति नानेकान्तिकत्वमावहन्ति। 'किंच । 
- महत्तया सनाथेन स्पन्दमानत्वहेतुना । 
उत्पत्तिभङ्घो भावानामजुमातुमिहोचिवी ॥ 
तदेवमरदीरितन्यायपसिद्धे विश्वम्मणदिकार्यत्वे सिध्यत्येव भगवत- 
स्तदुपफरणधर्माचससाक्षास्कारित्वम्‌। तथा हि । 
विचादाप्यासिता भावा येऽमी भूभूघरादयः | 
ते यथोक्तावबोघेन way केनापि निर्मिताः | | 
उत्पस्तिनाशाभागिस्वाद्यदुत्पत्तिचिनादावदू । 
ZU तत्तारशा कली निर्स्मित तद्यथा wer ॥ 


१२ आगमपामाण्पम 


२३. न च घाच्यं कर्मणामेच स्वाजुष्ठात पुरुपसमीहितानि 
सम्पादयतामन्तरा नान्तरीयकं तनुभुवनादिकार्यनिर्माणमिति यतश्चेतना- 
नधिष्टितानि तानि न कार्याणि जनयित्ञुमुत्सहन्ते अचेतनत्वाद्‌ 
चासीवत्‌, न हि चेतनेन तद्णाऽनधिछिता घासी स्वयमेव यूपादी- 
न्यापादयितुमलूम्‌। 

न चापूर्वाण्यधिष्ठाय वर्य निर्मातुमीश्वराः । 
a हि कर्मोदयात्‌ पूर्व साक्षात्ककुं क्षमामहे ॥ 

उर्क हि उपादानोपकरणसाक्षात्कारिण पच तनन तज्ञ कर्खेत्वमिवि । 

न च कर्मजन्यापूर्वसाक्षात्काराक्षमः Bam कश्चित्‌ प्रज्ञायते 
प्रतिक्षायते वा, अतः सषेत्र्ञतदपभोगतत्साधनधर्माधर्मादिनिखिललोकाव- 
लोकनचतुरः कोऽपि निरतिशयशक्तिचैचित्र्यः पुरुषो भ्युपगन्तब्यः तस्य 
चाप्रतिघज्ञानत्वादयस्सहजाः । 

यथाऽऽहुः । 

तानमप्रतिघं तस्य पेराग्यञ्च ऊगत्पतेः | 
ऐश्वर्य श्चैव IA सहसि चत्यम्‌ ॥ इति । 

इममेवाध मन््ार्थवादेतिहासपुराणवादा उपोदरूयन्ति INIT 
जनयन देव एकः 1 प्रजापतिवेदानस्जत । इत्येचमादयः । 

ख चायाँमादिकाले भगवान्‌ प्रलीन निखिठकरणकलेवयद्म्ोगोप- 
करणचेतनेत{रायमाणजीचजालाचलोकनननितमहालुभ्रहः सकलमपि 
जगडुपननय्य तदसिलदितससस्तसाँसा रिकसम्पत्माप्युपायपरकादान" 
amet चयीमेकतो निर्माय पुनरपि विविधदुरितपरम्पराकीणमवार्णव- 
निमआज दिन्‌ अवलोकयन्‌ परमकरुणतया तक्षमानसः परमनिश्चियस- 
साधनस्वाराधानाचयोचसाघनीशूताः पञ्चराधस्हिताः सनत्कुमार- 


प्रलयकाले । 
उ यपा दि acre चेतना अपि करणकलेवराविगला भोगभातो नाभूवनिशि 


ते चेतनेतरायमाणा इत्युच्यन्ते । 
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नारदादिभ्योऽभ्ययोचदिति भयीसमानस्यवस्थरानुभवमूळानि ताणि 
qama यारदातारदामन्यादिस्मरणगोष्टीमधितिणन्त ! 


२४. स्यादेव यदि वेदानां निर्माताऽपि प्रमाणतः | 
कुतश्चिदुपलभ्येत न चासायुपल भ्यते ॥ 
न च याक्यत्वलिद्गेन वेदकारोऽनुमीयते । 
अमिप्रेतविदापाणां विपर्यासप्रसङ्कतः | 
घाक्यं हि यत्‌ पराधीनरथचनं dard ॥ 
दारीरिणय तत्सघेम्लुच्यमानं विलोक्यते | 
पुण्यपापनिमिक्तञ्च शरीर सघदेदिनाम्‌ It 
qå पुण्येतराधीनसुखदुःखस्य देहिनः ! 
अनीश्वरस्य निर्माणं घाफ्यत्वमनुमापयेत्‌ ॥ 
अपि चेच प्रमाणत्यं धैदानामपि दुलभम्‌ | 
न हि मानान्तरापूर्य घर्मे तस्यास्ति सम्भवः Il 


२५. ननु कर्थं भानान्तरापूर्या धर्मः, उक्तं दि साक्षात्करोति 
धर्माधर्म कथमन्यथा तदुपकरणं जगञ्जनयति इति, 


aagi gih aq विश्वस्य जगतो न हि । 
विशते कोऽपि निर्माता येनंचर्मापे कल्प्यते ॥ 
विचिअसन्निवेद्वात्वयुक्तधा यद्‌पिं साधितम्‌ | 
तघोस्यते चिघा भावा लोकिकेः परिलोकिताः ॥ 
प्रस्यक्षटष्टकर्तारः केचिदेते घटादयः | 
अवियमान निर्माणास्तथाऽन्ये गगनादयः ॥ 
सन्दिषामाननिमाणाः केचिद विश्वम्भराद्यः | 


तत्र मथमसन्दरितसादिद्वये ऽनचकादा एवेश्वरव्यापारः | अद्यचदेव 
विश्वम्मराद्यः फ्रमप्ाप्तागन्तुकोपचयापचययोने य्ुगपढुद्यविलय- 
भागिनः । इंदशोत्पत्तिमठ्ठी मीमासकानामपि सम्मतावेधेति सिद्ध 
साधनत्वम्‌ । 
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' वुद्धिमत्कर्वृता याऽपि प्रयासेन समिता । 
साध्यते साऽपि सिद्धैव; बुद्धिमन्तो हि चेतनाः ॥ 
यागादिभिः स्वभोगाय तत्तद॒त्पादयन्ति नः ॥ 
युक्तश्वोभमयसिद्धानाँ तत्नाधिष्ठानकल्पनम | 
वयञ्च यागदानादि साक्षाकत्त समा यतः ॥ 
कर्मणः शक्तिरूपं यदपूर्वा दिपदास्पदम्‌ । 
मा भूत्‌ प्रत्यक्षता तस्य कि तेनाध्यक्षितेन नः ॥ 


२६, न खल कुलालादयः दुम्भादिवार्यमारिप्समानाः तदुषादानो” 
UHC ATES चक्रा दिकार्योत्पादनशरक्ति साक्षात्कृत्य तत्तद(रभन्ते । 


यदि at दाक्तिमविदुपामभिलपितसाधनाय तदुपदानादि- 
व्यवद्दारो$नुपपत्नः इह छ नि्यागमजन्मना प्रययेन संप्रत्याकलित- 
यागादितत्तदुत्पादनपाटवाः पुरुास्तैरेव विश्वम्भरादिभावनावि- 
भावयन्ति, । ' 
तथा च प्रत्यक्षपळतिकरणः कर्मेकरण प्रवीणो नेवान्यः कषम इति 
पच नास्त्य नियमः । 
अपइ्यन्नेवायं प्रकतिकरणे स्वात्ममनसि | 
नज ज्ञाने कर्तां भचति पुरुपस्तत्कथामिय ॥ 


२७, faite fast जगदचयवित्वादिति च यत्‌ । 
यलीयःप्रत्य क्षप्रतिह्तमुखत्वेन तदसत्‌ ॥ 
a पायं tafia raa तदिदम्‌ । 
धरित्री सेवेति स्फुटमिह यतो धीरुदयते ॥ 
शक्रोति हि पत्यभितेव सभस्तकालसम्वन्धमेषामचगमयिद्ठं सन्ति 
हि पूर्वोपरकालयोरपि aem: yen: प्रादुःपन्ति येपामीदश्षप्रस्ययाः, 
प्रयोगश्च भवति | | 
, महीदीलपतडादिप्रत्यमितानवश्नरः । 
अतीतकाळः फालत्यादिदानीन्वनकालवत ॥ 
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तानप्यविशेपेणोपस्थापयतीति । न च तावतातिप्रसङ्गः । भरमाणान्तर- 
गोचरे हि लिद्धिनि लिद्गवळादापततो विएरीतविश्षेयाँस्तत्ममाणमेब 
प्रतिरुणद्धि | अत्र पुनरतिपतितमानान्तरक्म भावे भगवति सिपाधयिपिते, 
यावन्तोऽन्वयव्यतिरेकाचधारिताचिन्तामावभाजो चर्मास्तानप्यविरोषेणोप- 
स्थापयतीति । तथा च प्राङ्गणनिकट्वतिदूर्वाङ्कपदिप्यनवस्तितपुरुप- 
व्यापारजन्मस्वनेकान्तः, तत्राप्यतीन्द्रियपुरुपाधिष्ठानकर्पना कल्पना- 
मात्रमेच | 


३०. क्क वा देशे तिछुक्ननचरतवतुत्तः किमिति ar 
कदा वा निइदोषश्चनयति तदेतह्विमुदालु ॥ 
maagia किमपि फलमुद्दिदय करणीः 
कदाचियत्किञ्चि्ञनयति कुलालाद्रिखिलः ॥ 
कृतार्थत्वात्कीडा न च भवति हेतुयांदे खलु 
स्वभावः स्वातन्त्र्यं प्रकटितमहो सम्प्रति विभोः ॥ 
अभिप्रेत किञ्चि्यदयमसमीद्येद कुस्ते । 
जगज्जन्मस्थेमप्रविछयमहयासमचदाः ॥ 
अडुकम्पापयुक्तेन खज्यमानाञ्च जन्तवः | 
Shaq: किन्न रज्यन्ते | तत्कर्मापेक्षया यदि ॥ 
ततः सवतब्रतादानिः | किञ्च तेरेच हेतुभिः । 
उधपन्नेऽपि वैचित्ये कि तत्कस्पचयाऽनया ॥ 

अतो नास्ति MEN पुरुपः यस्लमस्तजगनतिर्माणक्षमः साव्सात्टत- 

घर्माधर्सा वेदानारचयति । 


३१, अपि च यदि वेदाः केनचिदखज्यन्त ततस्तेनामी विरचिता 
इति तत्कर्ता स्मयैत | न च जीणकूपादाविवास्मरणं युक्ते, युज्यते हि 
तन्न प्रयोजनाभावात्‌ कर्तुरस्मरणं, AX त्यने कद्रव्यत्यागातमकवहुतरायास- 
साध्यानि कर्माणि प्रत्ययिततरनिर्मातस्मरणमन्तरेण के चा vedic, 


STAT, १७ 


तथा हि नित्या वेदाः अस्मयमाणस्मरणाईकचूकत्वाद्‌ ये यथोक्तसाध्या न 
भवन्ति ते यथोक्त्ताघना अपि न मवत्ति यथा भारतादयः, अमी तु 
TAMA इति यथोक्तसाध्या पव, तस्मादपोरुपेया Far इति, 
स्वसिद्धान्ताभिनिवेशन्यामुग्धवुद्धिमिरमिहितमिदें यदजुमवनिषन्धनं 
qanmi तद्नुभवनिवन्थनं पक्षराषभामाण्यमिति । 


३२. ag च किमिद्रमपाय्षेयत्वै घेदानां, यदि नित्यवर्णारब्घत्वं 
समान मिर्दै पञ्चरातनत्राणाम्‌ | अथ पदानां नित्यता, सापि समानैव, न 
चाजुपूर्वीनित्यता, न हि नित्यानामाजुपूर्वी स्वभाव उपपद्यते, उद्यारणाजु- 
पूर््यादानुपूर्वी बर्णानामिति चेत्‌ ला तहि तदनित्यत्वादेव अनित्येति कः 
ag विशेपः पञ्चराञश्रुत्योः । 

अयमेव विशेपो यदेक स्वतन्त्र एव पुरुपस्तां तामानुपूर्वी रचयति 
इतर परतन्त्रो नियमेन पूर्वाष्येतसिद्धामेय विवक्षति, करमावान्तरजातिश्च 
प्रत्यभिश्षावळधतिछिता नापळापमदुतीच्यर्ल प्रविस्तरेण । 


३३. fant न विळक्षणपरुषानुभवनिवन्घनप्रामाण्यवणनं 
साधीय इति | 
यतो न साझ्षात्टतपुण्यपापः पुमान्‌ प्रमाणप्रतिपश्चसत्त्वः । 
अतो जगम्मोइयिएुं अणीतं नरेण केनापि हि तत्ममेतत ॥ 


३४, ननु च फेचलतकेवलादयं यदि सिपाधयिपापद्मीश्वरः | 
भचतु नाम तथा सति दूषणं श्रतिशिरःममितो हि महेश्वरः | 
यदा तु सकलमभुवननिर्माणक्षमसवैज्ञसवैश्वरपरमपुरुपप्रतिपाद- 
कानि नित्त्वागमपचनान्येच यद्दळसुपळभ्यन्ते कर्थं तदा तदनुभवमूल- 
स्मरणपामाण्यानङ्रीकरणम्‌ । 


३५. न च परिनिष्ठितवस्तुगोचरतया तानि प्रमाणमर्यादामति- 
पतन्ति तादृशामपि प्रमाणान्तरसेमेदातिदूरगोचराणां पौरुपेयवचसां 
स्वरससमासा दितंप्रामाण्यचारणायोगात्‌ । 

ग 
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” न च fad वस्तुनि लाधकनाधकयोरन्यतरोप्रनिपातसम्मवप्रसक्ते- 
भाविताजुवादविपर्ययपर्यालोचनया तद्रोचरवचसः प्रामाण्यप्रच्युतिः-- 
का्यनिष्ठस्यापि araga, कार्यमपि fe मानान्तरवेद्यमेव लौकिकं 
समिदाह्रणादि, तच्च मामान्तरेणापि वेद्यमोदनपाकबदित्यभ्युषगमात्‌ | 
अथ बिळक्षणाञ्चिहोनादिवितयकार्य स्यासम्भावितमानान्तरतया तत्मति- 
पादयद्वचः HAM, हन्त नहिं निरतिशयाववोधेश्वर्यमहानन्दलन्दोह्दयपुषि 
भगवति न मानान्तरगत्धसम्बन्ध इति सब amanan निवेशात्‌ | 
अपि च धवूत्तभमाणान्तरमपि स्चगोचरं तद्गोचरतया भावभास॑यतीति 
परमपि प्रमाणमेव कुतरुत दुपनिपात्तसम्भावनयाऽन्नुवादत्वम्‌। कथं चा 
प्रत्यस्तामितसमस्तपुरुषादायदोपसंस्परा नित्यागमभुव † प्रच्ययस्य 
पूर्वोपमदेकतयोक्षीयमानस्य सम्माव्यमानघिविधविष्ठुयैः प्रमाणान्तरे- 
रपवादापादन मिति यत्किञ्चिदेतत्‌ | 

इत्थञ्च ' श्रतिशतसमधिगतविविधवोधैद्वर्यादिवेभवे भगवति 
सामान्यदर्दानाचसितासार्वक्व्यविम्रहवत्ताद्यो दोषा नाचकाक्षामईनुवत 
gaoia द्रीत्याइयः | 
ततश्च । 
giagia प्रसिद्धेन adada निमितम्‌! 
ant मिथ्येति यक्तं नः कथं जिद्वा sade ॥ 
अहो मन्दस्य मीमांसाक्चपद्दानिविज्ञस्भते | 
म्ीमांसामांसळं चेत्तः कथमित्थं प्रमाद्यति ॥ 
कार्ये मानान्तरापूर्वे समस्तं वैदिकं वचः 
` ` प्रमाणमिति हि प्राज्ञाः मन्यन्ते माभ्यवुदयः M 
पदानां तत्परत्वेन व्युत्पत्तेरवधघारणात्‌ | 
न खट्वन्यपरे शाब्दे व्युत्पत्तेरस्ति सम्मयः ॥ 
तथा हि वृद्धयोव्यवहरतोरेकतरघ्दधयक्तान्दक्षवणसमनन्तर- 
जनितान्यतरतद्धसमवेतसेष्टां दष्ट्रा अन्यथानुपपत््योन्नीयमाना ey 
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शक्तिस्तदुषपादककार्यपर्यवसायिन्येबाथसीयते, प्रतीता दि स्वकार्यसन्ताने 
कार्यस विदेच तत दिशिएचेष्रादितुतया। तदयमिदापि तारकी cha 
पद्यन्नेचमाकलयति नूनमितस्सकाशादस्प कार्यसं विदाचिरासीत्‌ aga- 
भेतदनन्तर प्रचतत्त इति, पव 'च समक्तऱ्यपहाराचुगतप्रदृ क्तिनिमित्तकार्य- 
प्रतिपादनपरतया व्युत्पक्षे दाव्दे यत्पदापापोद्धाराच्ुयायिनो ये७र्थभागास्ते 
ध्रथमाचगतम्रचानभूतकार्यानुझुणतया तेस्तेरमिघीयन्ते इत्यध्यवस्पति 

तत्र च लिङ्गादयोऽव्यभिचरिंतकार्यसंविद्‌ः कार्यदारीरमेच साक्षा- 
त्सभपैयन्ति तिङादयस्तुः तदपेक्मिताथिकाशद्यनुवन्धभतिपादेन मुसलेन 
तत्समन्वयमङ्गुभवन्तीति | 


३७. न च पुत्रजननादिस्वरूपापेदनपर्यचसायिमः पदनि चयस्या- 
विरळपुछकोदयवदनविकाखादिभिरभिमतसुतज्न्मादिप्रतिपादनश्क्तिनि 
स्ययः ; अजातातित्रत्तपर््युत्पन्नविविधद्दपहेतू पनिपाते ऽयमसचुनेति नि धृत्त्य 
प्रतिपत्तुमश्क्यत्वात्‌ | 


पतेन व्युव्पन्नेतरपदसमभिव्याह्वतवर्तमाननिद्‌दोऽपि कार्यदर्पर्य- 
विरहितपदश्चक्तिनिश्चयधतिविधिस्जुर्सघातच्यः | 


३८. पदान्तराणि यारहि व्युत्पयन्ते च तादशम्‌ | 
gza पदमित्येव ततत्र व्युत्पद्यते नरः ॥ 
तानि कार्याम्वितस्वार्थयोचकानीति साधितम्‌ | 
अथ तदूवुद्धिहेतुत्वात्‌ ्रामाण्ये भूतगोचरम्‌ ॥ 
इष्यते तदनेकान्तं पदेष्विति च शोभते | 
अथ तत्परता हेतुस्ततश्च स्यादसिदता ॥ 
न द्मकार्यरूपे घस्लुनि कचिदापि दाग्दी ake: अर्यचस्यति १ 


याः पुमर्लोकिकडाव्द्चणसमनन्तरभा चिन्योऽन्वयाचगतयस्ता 
आजुमानिक्योऽमिदिताः न शाब्द इत्युपपद्यत पव तालामतत्पर्यव- 
सानम्‌ | 


h 
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३९. यदि तत्परताद्राहः erat नेच विद्यते । 

अझिहोचं जुहोतीति विधिः कसादृपेयते n 
' अथ ततत्र प्रमाणत्वे SITUS च तावता | 

पुर्पार्थत्वलाभाय विधिरस्युपगम्यते ॥ 
तदसन्न ्रमाणानां प्रयोजनचश्ानुगा । 
परवृत्तिः किन्तु तन्मूलः प्रयोजनपरिग्रदः ॥ 

न खलू कत्तकममिलपतः रिलावलोकनमनभिमतमिति कनकाच- 

लोकनता5ऽभ्रयितुसुक्रिता | 
MITA शब्दानां यावत्कार्ये न कल्पितम्‌ | 

न तावद्वतेमासादि mea विधिकल्पनम्‌ ॥ 


४०. पवञ्चोपनिषदामपि तनतत्राक्ञायमावज्ञानोपसनादिविधिशेप" 
तयाऽर्थो व्याकरणीयः, तदयमर्थः सवेज्ञमानन्द्मात्मानं नानीयात्‌ इति । 

न च तावता स्वरूपमपि सिध्यतीत्यध्यचसेयम असत्येव रूपं 
ताइशि तथा विघानोपपत्तेः । यथैतद्‌पितर्येच पितरं जानीयादिति तथा 
qafa ओङ्कार उद्ीथचिधानमिति। (छा, १-५) 

यानि पुवरात्मसत्यत्वन्रित्यत्वचादीति वाक्यानि तान्यविशेषित- 
कालक्मेविधानाक्षिप्यमाणामु प्मिकफछमोगोचितचेतमकतप्रतिपादन- 
पराणि अतो म किचिदपि घचो भूतेऽर्थे प्रमाणम्‌ | 

अतः *स्वार्थेचादातामपि परिनिछितद्द्ररोदनादिधतिपादनपरता- 
चारणोपपादनेन विदूरतरवत्तिविधिपदान्वयस्तावकतयाऽपि प्रदुशित) । 


४१. सस्मादपर्यालो चितपूर्घापरपदतात्पर्याणामापातायातधद्धाविर 
चितविम्रहोऽयसुद्रादितः परुष इत्यळमतिबिरतरेण | 


` ४२. सिद्धमिदं न श्रुतितोऽप्यभिम्रवपुरुपातिश्यः सिध्यतीति । 


* अत एवार्घवादानासमीति पा, 1 
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अपि च भवतु भूतमपि वस्तु शास्त्रस्थ विषयः, अथ च कथमिव 
चोदनाजनितधियमवधीर्यं धर्माचर्मा विजानाति फश्चिदित्यभ्युपेयते । 
सर्वेशञता हि प्रसिद्धैरेव प्रमाणः यथायथमर्थानचगच्छतोऽपि संगच्छते, 
न हि तदस्ति वचनं यदस्य प्रसिद्धयुड्यत्पादनहेतुदानमुखेन सावेश्यं 
शापयति। ' 


यद्यपि किञ्चिदृभविप्यत्त, तथाऽपि परस्परान्वयाऽच्चुचितपद्ररर्थ- 
तयाऽर्थवादतयेय समर्थनीयम्‌ । प्रमाणान्तरावगतयोग्यतादिपुरस्सरी 
पदेभ्यो वाक्यार्थचुद्धिरुपजायमाना प्रथमतरनिपतितापेस्ितम्रमाणान्तर- 
विरोधे कथमिच जनिमन्नुमवतीति सम्भावयामः । 
प्रत्यद्वादिप्रतिक्षिश्षमोचरे घचन यदि । 
प्रमाणे को जु तादात्म्यं विहन्त्यादित्ययूपयोः ॥ 
अपि चास्ति नरः were तादशातिशयाश्रयः | 
सिपाथयिपितग्रम्यप्रासाण्यस्य किमागतम्‌ ॥ 


४३. ay च ताइशापुरुषेण यिरचित्तमिदमिति पञ्चरान्नगोन्रान- 
सारिणः स्मरन्ति। पाशुपता a fea स्मरन्ति? तेऽपि स्वदर्शना- 
दशकमसिलआगद्‌ भ्य द्ञमाच्चते | ततथाऽन्येऽपि। 


न च Bush sam चिरुद्भार्थापदेशाज्ञपपत्तेः | 


थ एव च वादिनामेकस्य चादिनः सर्वक्षसिद्धी हेतुर्भवति स 
सर्वेषां साधारणः तदिह agg परस्परविरुद्धमर्थमहमहसिवयोपदिशात्लु 
कतमं सवेक्षमध्यवसामः | 

यथाऽऽह। , 

aiy च भूयस्सु विरुद्धार्थापदेशिपु | 
' « त॒ल्यहेठघु सर्वेषु को नामेको निरूष्यताम्‌ ॥ 
' *हृति, ॥ ' ` ` 
स्वतन््राधिगमाधीनं सचेज्ञपरिकल्पनम्‌ । ' 
परस्परप्रतीघाताच्सर्वाप्रामाण्यमावददेत्त ॥ 


१२ भागग्प्रामाण्पम्‌ 


४४, नलु, शतिस्म्र्तिभसिद्धेन वासुदेवेन भाषितम्‌! 
'फर्थं सग्प्रान्तरैरेतत्‌ तुल्यकश्यां तियेद्यते ॥ 
तथा हि Get सूक्ते थूयते तस्य वैभवम्‌ । 
पद्भघां भूमिदिशइधोत्रादित्यादीद तथा परम्‌ ॥ 
घुर्याचन्द्रमसा धाता यथापूर्ममकल्पयत इति, | 
` तधा स wen स शिव इति, तदिप्णोः परमं पदम्‌ । 
न तस्य fare पतिरस्नि लोके 
न ARa सस्य च नंबर लिट्गम्‌ । 
इतीरयन्ति श्वुतयोऽस्य भूति 
जगञ्ञनिस्थमपिघानचिन्हाभ्‌ N 
विप्योस्सकारादुद्भतं जगसतमैव ष्य स्थितम्‌ । 
स्यितिसंयमकर्ताऽसाविस्याह स्म पराशरः ॥ 
इत्थं तमेव सर्वेशं मनुरप्पाह तद्यथा | 
6 नारायणः परोऽव्यक्तादण्डमऽ्यक्तसस्भवम्‌ । ” इति, 
इत्थं नानाश्रुतिम्ुनिवचस्सन्ततस्तूयमान- 
शानेश्वर्यः परमपुरुषः पञ्चयत्रं व्यधत्त । 
तञ्चेदेतय्छुतिपथपरिश्रएतन्ः समानं 
qaaa प्रसजति तदा सोमपस्ते were! ॥ 
Ranga किमङ्ग श्रुतिषु भगवतो न प्रसिद्धा विशुद्धः 
श्ानैदवर्वा दिधर्मास्तिपुरविञयिन्नस्तेन यत्किश्चिदेतत्‌ । 
यद्वा tren पव त्रिभुबनभवनप्राणविध्वंसदेतुः | 
वेदान्तैकग्रमाणः कथयति स कर्थं वेदगोष्टीयहि'पएम' ॥ 


एण, तथा हि भगवतः पञ्लुपतेरपि सार्वक्ष्यसरयैश्वयविदिकाः 
शतयो बहुळमुपलभ्यन्ते यस्सपेशस्स सवैवित्‌ । तमीश्वराणां परमं 
महेश्वरम्‌ इत्याद्या; | 

+ समान इति विपरिणम्यानुपाः । 
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सवेयेश्वरदाध्दी च नतं देघास्पिनाकिमः । 
उत्पत्तिश्ञक्त्या यर्तते सत्यप्यन्यच tagia ॥ 
किञ्च सघशदाच्देन gay प्रतिपादिते | 
arad प्रसज्येत सर्यविद्ठरहणस्य यः ॥ 
अतः APTANA महादैयेकगोचरः । 
तथा च स्कन्वलिझ्षादिपुरणानि पिनाकिनः ॥ 
उपश्षीणानि साघैइयसघश्वर्यापपादने । 

ततश्च तत्मणीतत्त्वात प्रामाण्यमनया Frat ॥ 
प्राप्त TTT aai तत्रान्योन्यविरोधतः | 
सचेतन्त्प्रमाणत्चयिपर्यासः प्रसज्यते ॥ 


४६ अपि च भवतु भगवान्‌ arate एवोपनिपदः पुरुपः, अथ 
च स कथमिव श्रतिपरिपन्यितन्ममेतत्मणयेतत्यत्मेत्येत थ पवमाद्द 
“ श्र॒तिस्मृती ममेवाक्ष ” इति ततश्च | 
वासुदेचाभिधामेन केनचिद्‌ विप्रलिप्सुना । 
प्रणीतं प्रस्तुतं तन्त्रमिति निश्थिनुमो वयम्‌॥ 
अस्तु धा समस्तजगदध्यक्षो बासुदेव पयासय तन्त्रस्य प्रणेता 
तथाऽपि । 
मायामोद्दनविग्रहेग हरिणा kaggi संहतिम्‌ । 
ad मोइयताऽदितान्यमिहितान्यादुहितच्छमा ॥ 
ad किन्नु तयश्षयश्चिजमहामायागुहागद्वरम्‌ । 
व्याजहे, किमिदं न वेति विशये जाते कथे निर्णयः ॥ 
प्रत्युत श्रमयन्नेव व्याजहारेति गम्यते । 
यै दिकिरणुहीतच्ात्‌ तया5दतमतँ यथा ॥ 
वैदिकापरिग्रहश्च मागेच प्रपञ्चित इति, तस्मान्न स्वतन्भानुमवमूल- 
तया प्रमाणम्‌ । 


प ginkana । 


र भागमप्रामाण्यभ्‌ 


४७, नापि मन्वादिस्परणवदिस्यन्ुपषश्षं पञ्चरात्रसरणम्‌ t 
यदि मन्वादिवद्देचः शुध पापरितोपितात्‌ । 
आचार्यान्ययेदार्थस्तन्रमेतदचीक्ुपत्‌ ॥ 
प्वातन्व्यकद्पवाउमुप्य व्यर्था मिथ्या तथा सति । 
अनधीतोऽपि पेदो$स्य प्रतिमातीत्यलीकिकम्‌ ॥ 


अत्र वार्सिककारेण ये दोपास्समुदीरिताः | 
ते च सर्वेऽनुस्रंधेयाः षुरपातिशयादयः N 


४८, Prey 
ort पाद्युपतञ्चेव Vaated तथा | 
कापालं पत्राधसेच्येवं पापण्डतास्मतेः ॥ 
"८ ` वैदिकं तान्त्रिक चेति विभागकरणादरपि । 
गम्यते पञ्चरात्रस्य वेवयाह्यत्वनिश्चयः ॥ 
ad craved सौम्पं लाग॒डञ्च wafer | 
सन्त्रभेदः समुदिएः सङ्करं न समाचरेत्‌ ॥ इलि, । 


i 


तथा । 

१ ` भाक्तं भागयतं चेव लात्यत च त्रिधा मतम्‌ । 
इत्येबं तत्र प्ेदोत्तिः पञ्चराभेऽपि इद्यते ॥ 
i क . 


४९. TES | 
श्रुतिस्डतिप्रतिक्षि्तजीवजन्माद्गोचरम्‌ । 
न्यायहीन॑ चचस्तथ्यमिति हास्यांमेमं महत ॥ 
तथा च श्रतिः अचिनाशी बा अरेऽयमात्मा अनुच्छित्तिधर्मा 
माजासंसमेस्तस्य भवति इति तथा जीवापेत धाव फिलेदम्मियते त 
जीवो भ्रियते इति । 
स्यादेतत्‌ उच्छेदाभाचमात्रपतिपादकमेतद्धचनं न जन्माभावमव- 
रापयतीति | 
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न, अंबुच्ठेदासिघानेम जन्माभावोऽवसीयते । : 
न दास्ति संभवो भावो जातो नेव क्षरेदिति॥ _ 
ननु च, | 
सदेव सीम्येदमिति सदेकत्वावघारणात्‌ > 
पाक्सुष्टिकालाजीवानामभावोऽध्यवसीयते ॥ 
यदि जीवाः पृथग्भूताः प्राक्‌ सृष्टेः स्युः TRATE | 
कथमेतत्सदेवेति तदेकत्वावघारणम्‌ ॥ 
अत्रोच्यते सदेवेति यदेकत्वावघारणम्‌। ` 
तत्लिसक्षितवाय्वम्द वियत्प्रभृतिगोचरम्‌॥ 
पर्युदासिप्यताऽनेन वचसा चेतनो यदि | 
गगनादेरियास्यापि जननं निरदेक्यत ॥ 
au निदिद्यते तेत न जीवो जनिसच्छति । 
तत्तेजो5खजतेत्त्यादी जीवसर्गा हि न श्रुतः ॥ 
ननु च यतो घा इमानि भूतानि इत्यत्र जीवानामेच जननजीवन- 
प्रायणाभिसंवेशनानि प्रतीयन्ते । 
तथा दि भूतदाष्दोऽयं जीवानामभिधायकः । 
MATL सवेभूतानीत्येवमादिषु दर्शनात ॥ 
जीवन्तीति हि दाब्दोऽयं जीवेष्वेवाचकदपते | 
तेन जायन्त इत्येतज्‌ दायते जीवगोचरम्‌ ॥ 
तदिदमलुपपन्नं भूतगब्दो विहायः- 
पवनष्टुतभुगम्भोमे AG सिद? । 
पदमिदमितरस्मिलक्षणावृत्ति तेषां 
यहु विधपरिणामो गीयते जीवनं च ॥ 
प्रथममधिगता ये खादयो भूतराब्दा- 
ष्तदूनुगुणतयाऽथ वक्ति जीवन्तिश्वम्द्‌ः | 
यदि च भवति जीवे भूतशाम्दस्तद्रानी- 
मपि घदति तदीयं जन्म देहानुपन्धि ॥ 


३६ आगमप्रामाण्यम 


अतो जीवपररवेऽपि भूतशष्दस्य युज्यते । 
जायन्त इति शषप्दोऽयं गीर्जातो गच्छतीतिवत्‌ ॥ 
तथाजो शेक रत्याद्याः श्रुतयोऽन्याश्च सन्ति नः । 
जीवाज्चत्पत्तिवादिन्यस्तथा भगवतो पचः ॥ 
cata ged चेव विद्धयनादी उभावपि | अनो नित््यददाद्रवतोऽयं 
पुराण; । न जायते fad या कढाचित्‌ । इत्यादि । 


५०. न्यायश्च | 
चिवादाध्यासितो जीवो न जातु जनिसखच्छति । 
Read सत्यमूत्तत्वाध्चिद्रपत्चात्परात्मचत्‌ ॥ 
पद्यन्तः पोरुपेयत्वै दृषणान्युक्तया दिशा । 
अनन्यगतयः केचित्‌ तन्नरं नित्यमतिष्ठिपन्‌ ॥ 
तदैतत्‌ स्वद्ददयनिद्ितविदादृतररर्देस्मरणप्रतिहतममिघीयत gert- 
क्ञषणीयम्‌ | 


५१. किञ्च । 
इत्थं पादुपतादीनां न्यायः किं दण्डवारितः | 
तथाऽस्त्विति यदि sary व्याघातस्स्यात््‌ परस्परम्‌ ॥ 
सर्वलोकमसिद्धा च बासदेवमणीतता । 
न हातु Wad यद्वद्वेटस्यापीरुपेयता ॥ 
अथो कञ्चिद्‌ घूयादनुदयविपर्यासविशयैखिरूपेऽप्रामाण्ये कतर- 
fe जोघुप्यत इति। सं वक्तव्य; faq त्वदभिलवितं लागुडमते, 
तदेवेति ज्ञात्वा नियमितमददशाम्यत्त भवान्‌ | 


पर्‌. पुदीरितन्यायश्च॒तिस्टुतीतिहासयुराणन्यायविरुद्वाभि- 
धानेन, समस्तश्चिशजनपरिअहबिरहेण च, स्वर्गाएवर्यासाधनोपदेश- 
व्याजेन केनापि जगद्व्चयिठुं विरचितानि पञ्चरातरतन्ाणीति सन्यामहि 


m 


भागमपामाण्यम av 


ईटशापस्सतिविषयमैेव तद्वचः । 


या बेदवाह्याः स्तयो याश्च फाय फुरप्टयः । 
सर्वास्ता निष्फलाः ser तमोनिष्ठा दि ताः स्तः ॥ इति । 


ईदशादुर्मार्गानुगामिन पव तेऽपि aut चाइ्य्रात्रेणापि aad 
निपिध्यते, उक्तञ्च । 


प्रे, 


५, 


पत एव च ते येषां घाढ्याभेणापि नार्चनम्‌ । 
पापण्डिनो विकर्मस्थान्‌ येडाळमतिकाऽछठान्‌ ॥ 
Saar anata घाडय़ाभ्रेणापि नाचैयेत्‌ । इति । 


इृत्युपन्यस्तया नीत्या पञ्चरात्रमशोषतः | 
अप्रमाणमिति प्राप्तमेषं प्रा्तेऽभिधीयते ॥ 
विचादाध्यातित cat प्रमाणमिति गृद्दाताम्‌। 
निर्दोपश्षानजन्मत्वाञूञ्योतिष्टोमादिवाक्यवत्‌ ॥ 


न तावदज्ञमाने ऽस्मिन्‌ म्यायदासपरीक्सिताः । 
दोषा सगयितु शक्यास्तत पक्ष; परीक्ष्यताम्‌॥ 
पक्षो नाम प्रतिश्वाऽर्थः त च सिद्धेन केनचित | 
स्वयं सिद्धी चिशिष्टस्सन्‌ यः लाचयितुमीप्सितः it 


सत्र न तावदप्रसिद्गविरोषणः पक्षः, प्रामाण्यनास्तः पदार्थस्य 
उभयवादिसिदत्वात्‌ प्रत्यक्षादो, नाप्यप्रसिद्धविशेष्यः पश्चरात्रदारस्त्रस्य 
सर्चलोकप्रसिद्धत्वात्‌ , नापि सिदसाधनः, प्रस्तुतशास्त्रप्रामाण्यस्य 
प्रतिवादिनो५सिद्धत्वात्‌, न च प्रसक्षविरुद्धः अप्रमाण्यस्यातीन्द्रिय- 
Td, नाप्यनुमानविरूदः, भचुपसम्पनात्‌ | 


"५५. ननुपलभ्यत पवाचुभानम:--पश्चवराबशयास्त्रमप्रमाणं RR- 


त्यात्‌ बौद्धागसबत्‌ | 

अच भूमः} कतरदिहाभामार्णयं सिपाथयिपिर्त यदि शानानत्पत्ति- 
छक्षणं ततः प्रत्यक्षविरोधः, went fe विदितपदतदर्थसङ्गतेः stig: 
पञ्चरात्रशास्त्रवाक्यक्षवणसमनन्तरस्ुपजायमानं तदर्थेविषयं ज्ञानम्‌ । 


१८ आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


नापि संदायल णं तत पच विरोधात्त न ag “ पदामध्ये चतुर्या 
पूजयेत्पुख्पोत्तमम('' eit वचनं पूजयेक्ष वेति संशयित प्रत्ययमुत्पादयति, 
नापि विपर्ययलक्षणं योग्यानुपलम्भामावात्‌ , अनागतविपयैयोग्रेक्षायाः 
प्रत्पक्षपिरोधात अरोपव्यवदायोच्छेददेतु्याथ, प्रपञ्चयिष्यते चेत- 
suite । 


५६, आगमचिद्दश्च । 
पञ्चराध्रागमे स्वार्थस्तथवेत्यवयोधनात्‌ | 
अथ तस्याप्रमाणत्वे तद्विरोधो न दृषणम्‌॥ 
हन्त एवं सति तदमामाष्येऽचुमानग्रामाण्यं अनुमानप्रापाण्ये तदमामाण्य- 


मित्यन्योन्याध्चयणम्‌ | 


५७, अपि at किमिद चेदवाह्यत्वं यदि वेदान्यत्व ततः म्रत्यक्षादि- 
भिरनेकान्त।। अथ शाब्दत्वे सतीरि हेतुर्यिशषेष्यते ततो निमहस्थानं, 
mossy: निर्विशेषहेतु्योगे पुनविशेषणोपादामं ae, इति, 
अनेकान्तिकश्च भम्चादिचाफयेः। | 

` अयैतद्दोपद्दानाय वेदृवाह्यत्वशब्दतः। . 
अवेदमूलतां मन्द मन्यसे किञ्च॒ तार्किक ? ॥ 

तेनायमर्थः शाब्दत्वे सत्यवेदमूलत्यादिति, ततो पेदैरनेकान्त्यम्‌ , 
अथवा भवेद्त्वे सति शाब्दत्वे ala अवेदमूलत्वादिति हेतुः, तथापि | 

` सन्ति नयास्तटे वक्षा इत्याद्याप्तोपदेशनेः । 

अवेदमूलेदुवरमनेकान्त्यं प्रसञयते ॥ 
„ अथ अवेदत्बे सति शब्दत्ये सति कार्यविषयत्वे सति अवेदमूळत्वं 
Pat, अन्नापि--अजीर्णे मन्दमक्षीयादित्यादी व्यभिचारिता। 
त अधोक्तविद्ञेषणविशिएत्ये धर्माध्ेविपयत्वेऽपि सत्यवेदसूलः 
तंवादिति हेतुः, ततो भागासिद्वो हेतु, न हि पञ्चरात्रशार wet 
घर्माचर्मविषयम्‌। नब्रह्मविषयाणामेच यचस्तां agate | 


atakite i as 


अथ प्रमाणान्तरायोग्यार्थत्वे सतीति विदयः त्रापि सैवासिद्धिः, 

भगपर्प्रत्यक्षस्य धर्माधर्मादिसमस्तवर्तुगोचरस्य श्रतिशत्तसिद्धत्वात्‌ 
a जन, 

तश्चतदनन्तरमेच दद्यामः, तदलमनेनारशि क्िताद्ापादमतानामपरतिषित- 


प्रतिभाविज्जुम्भितेन | 


संभाव्यमानान्यप्यनुमानान्तराणि परस्तादुपन्यस्य निरस्यन्ते अतो 
नानुमानचिरूद्धः पद्मः। 


५८, नाप्यागमविरुद्धः पञ्चयच्रशारस्रप्रामाण्यप्रतिपादकस्य इद्म्स- 
होपनिपदम्‌ इद्याद्यागमञ्चतस्य प्रद रोयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌ ! 

स्ववचन — स्वाभ्यपगम — सर्वेलोकप्रसिद्िविरोधाइशब्दविरोध- 
प्रकारास्त्वनाशङ्कनीया पव, तथां हि न तावत्‌ स्ववचनविरोधः, स 
हि घेघा उक्तिमात्रविरोधः, घर्माक्तिविरोधः, धर्म्युक्तिवियोधश्चेति, 
तत्र न तावदुक्तिमाघविरुद्धोऽयं पक्ष;, न हि Wau प्रमाण- 
मिति प्रतिञ्ञाचचनं स्वार्थ व्याहन्ति यथा यावज्जीवमहं मोनी इति, नापि 
धर्मोक्तिचिरोधः, न हि प्रामाण्यं पञ्चराषरोदेरोन विधीयमानं पक्षं 
प्रतिक्षिपति सरव॑वाक्यानामिच मिथ्यात्वचचनम्‌ , नापि धर्म्युक्ति- 
विरोधः, सत्यपि घर्मिणि घर्मान्बयस्याऽविरुद्धत्यात्‌ , न हि जननीत्व- 
मिव घन्ध्यात्वेन पञ्चरान्शास्घत्ब भामाप्येन Free, न हि चिचादा- 
ध्यासितस्य म्रामाण्यम्रतिद्घाने तत्र श्रत्युक्तधरमिविरोषवियेघः | 


विहिताहसानामिवाधमेत्यप्रतिक्षाने विवादाध्यासस्योपलक्षणत्वात्‌ , 
अतो नागमविरोघः, तदेवं प्रतिपश्नः पक्षः | 


५२ नापि देतोरमैकान्तिकस्यादयो दोषाः । तथा हि न तावदने- 
कान्तिकः, स हि देघा साधारणासाधारणमेदात्‌ यथा पृथिवीनित्यत्व- 
साधने प्रमेयत्वं साधारणः, असाधारणस्तयेच गन्धवत्त्व, तच न ताव- 
निर्दापज्ञानकारणत्यं अ्माणात्रमाणसाधारणं येन साधारणामैकान्तिवंः 
स्यात्‌, न हि पत्ञानकारणत्वमप्रमाणभूतचिप्रलम्भकवचनादिच 
विपक्षेषु TUJA 


३२ भागमप्रामाच्मम 


नाप्यसाधारणः ज्योतिष्टोमादिवाफ्यदष्टान्ताभिघानेनेय सपक्षाः 
व्ययस्य प्रदरातत्यात । 

मापि पिण्दः, यिपरीतव्याप्ट्यभायात्‌ , न हि निइपश्ञानकारण- 
स्यमप्रामा ण्येम व्याप्तम्‌ | 

म च कालास्ययापदिष्टः, प्रत्य क्षविरोधाभावात्‌ आगमानुराण्याच | 

म घासिद्धत्यम्‌, असिदिरदि आधयतः स्यरुपतो या न ताव- 
eimai, पञ्चयापशास्त्रस्वाधयत्यात्‌, नापि स्वरुपासिदः, 
सोऽपि car अशान-सन्देद-विपर्ययमेदाद, न तावदच्यातासिदिः, 
तत्ग्रतिपादकदाम्दोश्ारणात्‌, मापि संदिग्धालिद्धः, निर्दाचत्वस्य 
घाविन) ae सिदत्यात्‌ , प्रतिवादिनोऽपि दोषाइुपलम्मादेयानायास- 
Raat, विपर्ययालिदधिस्तु दृरोत्सारितेच ¦ 


६० नञ्च कर्थं पौरुपेयत्व्तामान्यादापतन्ती दोषसंँभाषना अपनी- 
यते पञ्चरा्तषप्राणाम्‌। कर्थ याषयर्‍्यसामान्यादापतन्ती घेदेषु सा 
वार्यते ॥ अपोय्पेयत्वादिति येत्तदिद्दापि सर्षशाचापतकामएरमपुरपमणीत- 
सपेत्ययगस्य दाम्यत भवान. । 

एतदुक्तं भवति । 

मैच दाष्दे स्वतो दोषाः प्रामाण्यपरिपन्धिनः । 
सन्ति किन्तु स्वतस्तस्य प्रपाणत्यमिति स्थितिः ॥ 
चक्तराशयदोपेण फेपुचित्तदपोथते | 
अद्ुज्यभ्रेश्‍स्ति मातङ्गयूथमिद्येवमादिपु ॥ 
प्रस्तुतप्रन्थसँदर्म धक्तराशयगामिनीम्‌ । 
दोषशङ्कां चयीमूर्डध्वनिरेवापमाष्ि नः N 
acta खल वेदान्ताः सर्वेश जगतः पतिम्‌। 
manek तस्मिन्‌ विभलम्भादयः कथम्‌ ॥ 

६१, तनु च। 

सिद्धे वस्तुनि झब्दानां प्रामाण्यं नेत्यवादिषम्‌। 
तत्परेपु प्रयोगेषु व्युत्पत्त्पत्रहणादिति ॥ 


आगमप्रामाभ्यम ३१ 


तदसत्सिदमप्यर्थमाचक्षाणाः प्रयोगतः । 
लोकिकाः प्रतिपद्यन्ते शाक्तिं कार्यपरादिव ॥ 


तदयथा पुश्रस्ते जात इति वचनश्चवणानन्तरजनितविशिएवदन- 
चिकासाचसानसमनन्तरं इष्टोऽयमिति प्रतिपच हर्णीऽयं प्रियार्थाचगम- 
नियन्धन इति स्वात्मन्याकलयन्‌ मध्यमवृद्धस्यापि areata gà- 
मचुमिमानस्तद्धावभावितया शब्दस्यैव प्रियार्थावयोधकतामध्यवस्यति। 
तश्राप्यतीतानागतादिमेदभिन्षेषु इष हेतुषूपछुवमानेषु कस्य वक्ताऽ 
यमिति विचिकित्सोदये सति-- 
तदनन्तरसंजातजातकर्माववोधतः । 
सद्धेतुभूतः कोऽपीति निञ्चिन्वन्नात्मनः पुरा ॥ 
कर्तव्यं जातकर्मे ति प्रतीतेः किन्नु कारणम्‌ | 
प्रतीत प्रियमित्येव विमूरान्वगच्छति N 
पुष्रजन्मेच नैवान्यदिति व्युत्पित्सुरसकः | 
तघ च। 
आवापोद्धारमेदेन पदानां शक्तिनिश्चयः | 
उपपद्यत इत्येवं सिदासिद्ार्थवाचिता ॥ 


६२. नजु न तद्धावमाचितामाभेण कार्यकारणमावः, अतिप्रसङ्लात्‌। 
न 'च जातकर्मकरेव्यतावगतिनियमेन म्रियार्थायगमपुरस्सरी, at 
हि कुटुम्यसरणायासविदूयसानमनसखोऽग्रीतिपूर्विकापि सत्कतब्यताच- 
गतिः॥ कार्यावगतिः किं दाम्दकारणिका ear थेन गामानयेत्यादौ 
गवानयनादिकतेऱ्यतायगतिः राम्दकारणिऋाऽ भ्युपेयते । 
अथ आकस्मिक्त्यानुपपत्तेः सच्चिद्दितशाष्द पव तदवचगमद्देतरिति 
चेत्‌ समानोऽधं पिघिरितरभापि | 
याऽपि प्रवृत्तिहेत्वर्थप्रतिपादकता कचित्‌ । 
लिडादिपरत्ययाचापहेतुकी सा5वसीयते N 


qR भझागमप्रामाण्यम 


यद्ध कार्ययरतामेवासिलष्दानामातिप्ठते, तेनाप्यावापोद्वारबि- 
निर्दारितासंसएशरीराणामेच mwad तत्यदार्थता समर्थनीया, 
समर्थ्यमानाऽपि कार्यान्वयिन्येच समर्थ्यत इति चेत्‌ अठं व्यसनेन 
अन्यान्विताभिधानेन्रापि व्यपहारोपपत्तेः | 


६३. अयदयाथ्ययणीयेयमन्ितार्थाभिधायित्ता | 
फायीन्वित!भिधायित्वमन्यथा Tay यतः ॥ 
अत्यास चेतत्‌ कार्यान्वितमेच ata पदामिघेयमिति लिङादिपु 
व्यमिचारात्‌, लिङादयो हि परिनि एिताधिकाराद्यनुवन्धसंवन्धिनमेव 
स्यार्थमभिदधति । 
अथ तेष्वन्वितामिघानमितरत्र कार्यान्विताभिधावरमिति चेत्‌ 
तदर्धथजरतीयं, ततो चरं सर्चच्ान्वित्ाभिधानमेबाश्षीयताम्‌ | 


६४. तस्मादाकाङ्वितासक्षयोऱ्यार्थान्तरसङ्कते । 
स्वार्थे पदानां व्युत्पत्तिरास्थेया सवैवादिभिः ॥ 
यद्यपि प्रवृत्यतुुपपत्तिसमधिगमतीयेव शाध्दशाक्तिस्तथाऽपि । 
तटस्योपायतामात्रे शाब्द शाक्तिविनिञ्चये। > 
कार्यस्याथयितुँ युक्तं अयोकञाकारादेदाचत््‌ः ॥ 
अनन्यळभ्वदशन्दार्थ इति न्याय विदस्स्थिताः | 
तस्मान्नोपायभूतस्य कार्यस्यास्ति समन्वयः ॥ 
व्युत्पच्व्यवद्दारेपु TT TAT द्वत्‌ । 
way: हि ब्रह्मनातीयादिमिञ्ज वितोषपावध्यरणोपयोयिनोऽपि पयः- 
परतरणःदेरवशूतरलसतस्वस्य न व्यबह्वारद शायाख्नु पयोगः, OFT च्युत्पत्ति- 
सहएसमयसमुपयुक्तस्यापि कार्यस्य न व्युत्पत्नदद्यायासुपयोग! । 


i ही ला 
६५. यदि च कार्यान्बितमेवार्थ शब्दाः प्रतिपादयन्ति कथं तेभ्यः 
परिनिछ्टितनदीतीरफलादि संसर्गावगमः, नायँ मुख्यो छाक्षणिक इति 
चेत्‌ क Al दाब्दानां सुल्यप्रथोगः | 


३४ ` ागभमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


तदस हि साध्येन स्यगेणायें विदोच्यते । 
स्वय कामयमानो हि पुरुषोऽत्र नियुज्यते ॥ 
न हि स्वर्गाऽधिकारिविदोषणं साध्यत्वात्‌ | 


सिद्धमेध हि ater नियोज्यस्य चिदोषणम्‌ | 
जीवनादि तथैवेह कामनेच विद्येषणम्‌ N 


६८, अपि च नियोज्यविदोषणतामच्चुभवतः स्वर्गादेः कीरा 

साध्यत्वम्‌ । 

यदि साधनस्रंवन्धयोग्यत्वं मैच ताचता | 

स्वर्गेण सिध्यता भाव्यं यावयोगभजन्मतः ॥ 

सिद्धिपर्यन्ता तस्य नियोगेकप्रमाणिका | 

नियोगस्तस्प्रमाणस्वेच्यन्योन्याधयणं AL ॥ 

यदि स्वर्गस्य साध्यत्वं न नियोगस्य साध्यता | 

साध्यद्व्यञ्च नैकस्मिन्‌ वाक्ये सम्वन्थमर्हति ॥ 


६९. स्वतन्त्रं हि साध्यद्वयमेकवाक्यतां freak नाजुराणम, 
अनुगुणजतत्साध्यद्वयै नियोगसिद्िनान्तरीयकत्वात्‌ स्वर्गसिद्धेः, यदाद, 
' नियोगसिदी wa तदनुगुणम्‌? इति, ' केन नेष्यते नियोगसिभ्यर्था 
फळसिदि रिति च, तस्मादविरोध इति Sere | 


स्वर्गसिदि चिना किन्न नियोगस्य न सिध्यति । 
नाधिकारो भ विषयो म चान्यद्विध्यपेक्षितम्‌॥ 


vo, म हि निंत्याधिकारेषु नियोगस्तामपेक्षते | 
न चान्यदिच्छतोऽन्यत्र नियुक्तिर्नापपद्यते ॥ 
नियोगस्यैच भाहात्म्यात्‌ नित्येष्विव मियुज्यते । 
नियोगो हि अधानतयाऽधिगर्पमानःस्वगेम सिलषन्तमप्यात्मन्या- 
कषेति यथा अनिच्छन्तमपि नित्ये कर्मणि निष्फले प्रवतयति N 


ST ATT ३ 


किञ्च l 


स्यो कामयमानो हि निमिषत्युन्मिषत्यपि | 
न च ते स्वगसिद्यर्था यागः किन्नेबमिष्यते ॥ 


७१. तत्साधनतया नैके गृह्यन्त इति चेन्मतम्‌ | 
amiga: किं तद्वुद्धिम्राद्या चिधिवहिप्ङताः ॥ 
तत्र च। 
साध्यसाधनसंयन्धप्रतिपादनतत्पराः । 
यावन्न विधयस्तावक्षेप्फल्यं सर्वकर्मणाम्‌ ॥ 
तस्मालिङादिभ्यः प्रथममिएसाधनताऽचगभः, ततोरागतः प्रवृत्ति- 
Raq युक्तम्‌, तदपूर्यकार्यामिधान पव मुख्या शक्तिः ga 


खाक्षणिकीत्यनुपपश्लम्‌, अत एय यथायथं लोकिकराब्देभ्यस्तत्सिद्धार्थ- 
गोचरा घुद्धयो जायन्ते । 


७२, मन्नु न ताः दाव्दमहिमभुवः आज्ञुमातिक्यो हि ताः, तथा 
हि व्युत्पत्तिसमयसंविदितार्थपतिपादनसामर्थ्यान्यपि पदानि फ़चिद्‌ 
व्यभिचारद्कानजनितसंदायप्रतियद्धानि न श्चतमाञाण्यर्थ निञ्चाययन्ति 
न चानिश्चितोऽर्था mat भवति भनिश्चयात्मनो ज्ञानस्याभावात्‌। 

तञ्राज्ञातेऽपि वाक्या थोतेचं विचिकित्सते | 
प्रवीत्यन्योन्यसंबन्धयोग्यार्थानि पदान्ययम्‌ ॥ 
न चाविज्ञातसंवन्धान्‌ शाब्द्रानाप्ताः TTS | 
तेनेदश्ान्वयज्ञानमस्यास्तीत्ययगच्छति ॥ 

एवमन्वयज्ञाने अनुमिते तढुपदशितोऽर्थो न शाग्दमाकाङ्कति अतो 
AAR घचसो चफ्त्रनुसवपरतन्त्रतया तमै पर्यवसानमिति । 


७३. तदसत्‌, म हि स्वभावतोऽथंमवगमयन्‌ शब्दः कचिइकज्ञा- 
रायदोषचवशीकारादितथ इत्यन्यत्रापि तत्संभावनया स्वारसिकीयमर्थाव- 
योधकतामुज्दितुमहति, न हि मन्रमतिद्वत{दशायां हुतवहो न दहती- 


term मन्त्रप्रतिद्ृतिद्यायामिति युः पाठोऽयवा इतशन्दे भावे ऊप्रत्यय इलनुसंघेयम्‌ । 


३६ कागयप्रामाम्यम्‌ 


wT agua न दहति, नापि शुक्तिरजतधियमर्थ- 
ऽ्यमिचारिणीमिन्द्रिये दोयवशादुषजनयदुपलव्धमिति घटादिकमपि 
नाचगमयत्ति, अतो विदितपदपदार्थलङ्गतेः थोतृस्सहसैच दाब्दोऽर्थमव- 
घोधयति। मूलशानं न प्रतीक्षते । 
मूलशानपरिक्षातादर्वागर्थ5त्वबोधिते । 
फथमेवमयं asad प्रवर्त्त ॥ 
फिमश्चासीदयं वक्ता किक्चिदित्यद्ठमित्ससे | 
विशिष्टार्थान्ययज्षातमनुमातुमथेच्छसि ॥ 
न तावदयमक्षास्ीदू घक्ता कि्चिदितीयता | 
व्याहारव्यवहारो चा रगतां वाफ्यार्थगोचरो ॥ 
चि सिष्टार्थारबयगो चरचेतो ऽजुमानन्तु प्रथमतरमद्वत्ततद्विषयदोस्ुषी- 
मन्तरेणानुपपचमिति प्रागेव शाव्दार्थाऽवगन्तव्यः, न ह्मनाखादितेविषय- 
विशेपसंसर्गाः संविदः परस्परतो व्यतिभिदयन्ते i 
a घच तथाऽनुमिताभिरर्थेबिहोषः सिभ्यति। यश्हद्यान्वयप्रलि- 
पादूनयोग्या पदरचना सा तदन्वयश्ानमापादयतीति चेत्‌, अवगतस्तर्दि 
प्रारोवार्थानामन्वयः, न fe वुद्धावमारोपित फ्वास्वयः प्रयोगं 
व्यवच्छिनत्ति, 
७४. तस्मादस्ति नदीतीरे फलमित्येषमादिपु । | 
या सिद्धविषया Ths खा शान्री नानुसामिकी ॥ 
ततश्च अपूयेकार्यगोचर एव meg: प्रमाणमित्ति । 
स्वसिद्धान्तचिरा ञ्यासब्या] सुग्ववळचुद्धिभिः ॥ 
उक्तसुक्तेन मार्गेण युक्ताऽन्यचापि श्वक्तता ॥ 
ततश्च यान्येतानि विलक्षणपुरुषम्रतिपादकानि वेदान्तवचांस्ति, 
|स एप सर्वाधिपतिः सरवेस्येदानः adie amika | तम्याध्य ्षमिदं 
aay” इत्यादीनि, ताम्यपि तत्र प्रमाणं तद्विपयासंदिग्धाविपर्ययज्चान- 
हेतुत्वात | 
+ व्यामुग्धाबल्युद्धिभिरिति पाउस्तु न युक्त इति मन्यामद्दे । 


भआगमनामाण्यम्‌ ३७ 


७५. न च परिनिघितवस्तुति साधकवाधकयोरन्यतरोपनिपात- 
संभाषनामाविवामुवादबिपर्ययपर्यालोचनया तद्रोचरवचसां प्राम्राण्य- 
प्रच्युतिः, फार्यगोचयणामपि तत्प्रसङ्गात्‌ , कार्यमपि मानान्तरबेद्यमेच 
समिदाहरणादि, “as मानान्तरेणापि घेद्यमोदनपाकव”दिस्यभ्युप- 
गमात्‌ । 


अथ विळक्षणाद्रिहोत्रादिविपयकार्यस्यसंभावितमानान्तरतया 
तत्प्रतिपादयद्वचः प्रमाणं, हन्त afe निरतिशयावचोधेश्वर्यमहानन्द- 
सँदोहवपुपि भगचति न मानान्तरसंयन्थगन्ध इति सव समानमन्यनामि- 
निवेशात्‌ । 
अपि च | 

प्रमाणान्तरटृष्टार्थयिषयिण्यपि STA । 

प्रमाणमेव, तत्पूत न चेत्स्वाथ चिगाइते ॥ 

तस्य संभावनामाच्रादघामाण्यमळीकिकभ्‌ । 

तस्मात्परिविष्ठितानुऐेयादि मेदद्ूः्यभखन्दिग्धाविपर्यस्त विज्ञानं 

प्रमाणमे एब्यम्‌ । अव इद्मपास्तम्‌ 3 


७९. असिद्धेः करणेव ated नान्यथेति यत्त। यत्तः श्रेतिरैच 
तत्र परिपन्थिनी, TAMA *्रणोत्पकर्णः यञ्चश्चुपा न पद्यपि 
aaa Tata । न तस्य कार्य करणे च विद्यते । स्यमाविकी gra- 
वलक्रिया च इत्यदि | 

न चासा गुणवादत्वं म्रमोपानावात्‌ | 

अलब्धमुस्यच्रत्तीता गुणचादसमाश्रयः । 
लभ्यते चेह AASA इति तत्कट्पना सूषा N 


७७, HEAT सुख्यार्थेभङ्ञकारणमस्ति प्रमाणान्तरचिसेधः । 


कृतः प्रमाणाम्तरात्‌, न AIT, न हि पत्यक्षमुदीरित- 
एरुपाभावाचभासकमुदीयमान रष्ट, यो ग्याजुपलस्भादमावनिश्चय इति 


१८ आगमप्रामाण्यम 


Tt प्रमाणगोष्ठीज्येछेन शासत्रेणोयोपलस्मनात. , नाप्यनुमानात्‌ तद्धि 
धीवअन्मागमिकमत्ययप्रद्षिपम्रतिपर्न्चं कथमिच मन्थरपवृत्ति आद्र्भवति। 

विवे सति यायादैः स्वर्या पूर्वादिसङ्कतिः । 

क्रियात्वेन विदघ्येत, दाख aan वाघते ॥ 

यूपादित्यादितादात्म्यं प्रत्यक्षेणैव धाधितम्‌ t 

विस्पएटएमेद्त्वात्‌ फाएसावित्रविम्ययोः ॥ 

अपि च तप्र सचिददितयूपाञ्जनविध्येकचाक्यतया अर्थवादत्याद्युक्त 

गुणवाद्त्वाधयणं, म चेह तया विध्यन्तरमर्ति यच्छेपतया भर्थयादः 
स्यात्‌ । 

अथ चिध्यन्वपाभाचे पुरुषार्थत्वहानतः | 

अध्याहस्य fate तत्र शेषत्वे परिकर्प्यते ॥ 


७८, WATE? । 
यावत्‌ सलु भभातुणां प्रचर्तेननिचर्तने । 
शब्दा म फुपेते तावत्न निराकाहवोधनम्‌ ॥ इति, ar 
ecaste विधिसंवन्घादू eva दि पुमर्थता । 
धुधस्ते जात इत्यादो तथेद्दापि भविष्यति ॥ 
न च तत्र विध्यभ्यादारः, अन्तरेणापि विधि पु्रजननावगमादेय 
gaina: | 
तथा का फिया पाक इत्यादिम्र्षोत्तरव्यवद्दारेषु प्रप्डुजनजिज्ञासित- 
क्तियावित्रोषप्रतिपादनमाचनिराकाह्लइदाब्दो न विध्यध्याहारमपेक्षते | 
इह सु ब्रह्मविशानं महानन्द्‌फलं श्चुतम्‌ । 
ब्रह्मविद्‌ ब्रह्म भवति प्राम्मोति भ्रह्मवित्‌ परम्‌ ॥ 
अदत्ते ब्रह्मणा सादे सर्वान्‌ कामान्‌ स सामगः ॥ 
इदमादितियीचाकयै्यक्ता तस्य पुमर्थता । 
तदेवमुदीरितश्चतिशातसमधिगतावितथसइजलर्षे साक्षात्कारकार- 
ण्यादिकट्याणगुणेकराशौ भगबति सिध्यति, सिध्यत्येव तदबुमवमूलतया 


तत्भप्रामाण्यम्‌ । 


भागमप्रामाप्यम्‌ ३% 


७९, aa विरचितनीत्या फथ्चिदाञ्नायमुर्द- 
प्रमिवसहजसर्वक्वानवानस्त नाम । 
स च हरिरिति यावन्नावगम्येत सम्यक्‌ 
न चछ भवति ताचत्पञ्चसत्रे प्रभाणम्‌ ॥ 
अत्यस्पमेतत्‌। न हात्र ्यीविदो विवदन्ते यद्दासुदेवः परमात्मा 
अचखिलसगत्कारण मिति | 
aay हि स वेदान्ते “प्चात्मा नारायणः परः |”? 
“awd ज्ञानमनन्तं a” “तद्विष्णो परमं ol” 
“पण प्रद्रतिरध्य को वासुदेवस्तथा परः ॥” 
“एक; परस्ताद्य इदं वभूव”, “यस्मात्‌ परं नापरमस्ति किञ्चित्‌” 
इत्युक्तचाफ्यानुशुणं “यतो चा इमानि भूतानि” “ata ater ॥ " 
इत्यादिवाक्यं च ततस्स विष्णुखयीशिरःसिद्धविद्ठाद्रवोघः | 
न॑ चान्यस्माञ्जगज्जन्मस्थितिष्वसाइश्रृतो श्रुताः । 
mAr स aaa: परमात्मेति संमतम्‌ ॥ 
अमुमेव परमात्मार्न द्वेपायन-परादार-नारदमझतिमहर्पिचचनेभ्यः 
प्रतिपद्यामहे, तथा हि | 
Roi जगत्खितं सवैमिति विद्धि परन्तप । 
WANT मदाविप्णुभूतश्रामं चराचरम्‌ ॥ 
पप चाक्षिपते काले काले विसुजते पुनः । 
अस्मिन्‌ गच्छन्ति चिलयमरुमाश्च ममवन्त्युत ॥ 
अनादिनिधनः श्रीमान झुनिर्मारायणः प्रभु; । 
स पे सजति भूतानि स्थावराणि चराणि च | 
स वहा परमे चेति amser पञ्चते N 
केदाचो भरतश्रेष्ठ | भगचानीश्वरः परः | 
पुरुपः सर्थेमिच्पेतच्छूयते बहुधा wat ॥ इति, 
तस्वे जिन्ञालमानानां हेतुभिः aaa: | 
तस्वमेको मद्दायोगी हरिर्नारायणः अरुः ॥ इति, 
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तथा दानमे | 
परमात्मा परः शान्तः पद्मनाभः परायणः | 
इति पेदरहस्यं तु किं न घेत्सि पुरन्दर ॥ 
तत्प्रखादाद्वयं सर्वे लोकानां स्थितिद्देववः । 
अप्ताश्चामर्‍सुख्याश्च देवाश्च स्थानिनो मताः ॥ 
यदि विष्णुरुदासीनो नास्माकं विद्यते शुभम्‌ । 
इति रुद्रस्य वचने तथा भारतमात्स्ययोः॥ 
aa यः परमात्मा हि स नित्यो निगुणद्युमः | 
स वै नारायणो ज्ञेयः सर्वात्मा Test हि सः ॥ इति, 
सथा वाराहे । 
यस्य देवस्य चरितं Aa समभवद्धवि | 
कोऽन्यस्तस्मादभ्यथिको AEA नारायणं प्रसुम्‌ ॥ इति, 
नारायणात्परो देवो म भूतो न भविष्यति । 
एतद्वहस्ये वेदानां पुराणानां च सत्तमाः ॥ इति | 
तथा छेङ्गे । 
स एकः पुरुपः AB: परमात्मा जनार्दनः । 
यस्मादू Hal ततो सङ्गः ततश्चैवास्िलं जगत्‌ ॥ 
तथा । 
चिष्णोस्सकाझाुद्ध ते जगत्तत्रैव च स्थितम्‌ । 
स्थितिसंयमकत्ताऽखाघिति पाराइारं वचः ॥ 
तथा मानवे । 
नारायणः , परोऽव्यक्तादण्डमव्यक्तसंभवम्‌ | 
अफ्डस्यान्तस्त्विमे टोकाः सप्तद्वीपा च मेदिनी ॥ 
तस्मादी रशश्चुतिस्मुतीतिहास पुराणपर्याळोचनया अखिलजगत्कारणं 
परमात्मा वासुदेव इति निश्चीयते । 


८०, न चैव परमात्मत्वं sare: धतिष्रवितम्‌ । . 
प्रतधुतोत्यत्तिमेवाहुस्तस्यै कायच दाश्मिनः ॥ 
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तथा SS) ` 
न हिःविष्णुखृते काचिद्‌ गतिरन्या विधीयते । 
हत्येचे सततं वेदा गायन्ते नाच संशयः |) इति 


तथा वायवीये । 
("i " सखहस्मवाहुः परमः प्रजापतिः | | 
भेयीपथे यः पुरुपो निरुच्यते ॥ इति 


तथा भविष्यति | 
वेदसिद्धान्तमार्गेषु विष्णुरेव परः ससूतः | 
विष्णुरेव नरश्रेष्ठो महिष्ठः पुरुषोत्तम; ॥ 
इत्ति; wa चेतत्पुरुरषानिर्णये निपुणतरझुपपादितमिति नेह 
प्रपच्यते | 


ततश्च | | 
arafa प्रसिद्धेन वासुदेवेन भाषितम्‌ | 
तन्त्रं मिथ्येति ash नः कर्थं जिह्ा भ्रवर्तते ॥ 


८२. न हि सहजसंवेदनसाक्षाव्कतदीक्षाराघनादिघ्मः स्वर्गपुत्रादि- 
वैपयिकसुखमनेकदुःखसँभिन्न, .न चातिचिरमन्नुघर्तत इति तदपि 
Suara एव निक्षिप्य मोक्षाय गृहेभ्यः प्रवजद्धघः शाण्डिल्यनारदादि- 
परमऋपि+्यस्तदभिळपितनिरतिश्यनिधियतेकसाधनस्वायगमाराधनाव- 
योधिनीं पञ्चरात्रसंहितां. निरमिमीतेति निश्षीयते । 


८३. न च तन्ान्तरेष्वेष न्यायः प्रसरमहति | 
यतस्तत्तच्ियन्धृणां विश्यमाद्यपि संभवि ॥ 
प्रत्य्ादिग्रमाणानां न हि मूलत्वसंभवा । 
तन्त्रान्तरेषु ; ANN तु मूलं ata मेध्यते ॥ 

$ Seat: नगैयनामा भगवम्महिमप्रतिपादनपुरःसरो देवतान्तर्‍व्यापर्तनमुखेन fry 

परतत्वःवप्रतिपादनपे प्रन्यः परमाचायेप्रटीतः । 
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अन्यश्च वेद्सिदान्तचिरुद्ार्थामिधानतः । 
प्रत्यक्षश्चुतिमूछत्वकल्पना तेछु याध्यते ॥ . 
यथा माहेश्वरे तन्त्रे विद्धं यद्ुजन्पितम्‌ | 
adam हि तत्सिद्धचयामार्गानुसारिणः N 
यथा कापालिकाः HIATT पाडुपतास्तथा । 
रीचास्तत्र च कापालं सतमेचे प्रचद्षते॥ , 
सुदिकाषर्कविघामात्‌ पुनस्तस्येच धारणात्‌ । 
अपचर्गफलग्रापिन घ्रझाचगमादिति I 


तथाऽऽहटुः | 
मुद्रिकापरफतत््वश्ञः परसुद्राचिशारव्‌ः। ¦ 
-भगासनस्यमात्मार्न ध्यात्वा निर्घाणम्धच्छति ॥ 
Tat | 


कणिका wana कुण्डलश्व शिण्यामणिम । 

भस्म AMMA सुद्रापद्कं प्रचक्षते ॥ es 
कपालमथ खरच इसुपसुद्रे भकीतिते । 
आभिसुंद्रितदेदस्त न भूय ge जायते ॥ 


न चेटशसुद्रिकापर्कपरिक्षान-तद्वारण-निन्दितमगासनस्यथदेदभ्या- 
नस्यापवर्मलाधनत्वं श्रुतयो wea, ता हेहिकासुप्मिकसकलविपया- 
मिलापविमुखस्य अखिलजगत्कारणचासुदेघात्मभावनेकलश्य मोक्षमा- 
चक्षते । तमेव विदित्वा akaa, नान्यः पन्था अवनाय विद्यते 
ड्यायाः, एवं काडमुखा अपि खसमस्तशास्प्रतिपिद्कपालपात्रभोन्नन- 
TOA AA तत्मारान-लगुडघारण खुराकुम्भस्थापन-तव्स्यदेचतासनादे- 
रेच दए्ाइणामीछस्तिदिभमिदरधानाः धतिवहिच्छता पव । 


८४, यदपि पाशुपतशीवाभ्यां विरुद्धाविष्दसमसुग्धं किञ्चि 
हितं तद्‌पि श्रुतिबहिप्कतमैव | 


† खर्वाधारस्यूणा शिवायुधम्‌ । 


"ip =- 


TOT 


हट आपमपामाएयप 


तत्रैषा पाश्ुपतप्रक्रिया । 
जीवाः qaa उच्यन्ते तेपामधिपतिद्शिवः । 
स तेपामुपकाराय पञ्चाध्यावीमचीक्लापत्‌ ॥ 
तत्र पञ्च पद्दार्थास्त व्याख्याताः कारणादयः | 
कारणं कार्य विधिर्यागो Zara इति, 
उपादान निमिन्तश्च व्याख्याते कारणं द्विधा | 
निमित्तकारणं रुद्रस्तत्कला कारणान्तरम्‌ N 
महयन्त महदादिकार्यमुदिर्त तद्वद्विधिगीयिते 
शूठाचारमुखरमदप्नभसितखानावसानः परः । 
योगो घारणमुच्यते ee बियामोइारपूर्व तथा 
ward हि nascent इति ते पञ्चापि संकीर्तिताः ॥ 


भात्यन्तिकी दुःखनिवत्िर्दःखान्तराब्देनोक्ता ate निशेष 
वैरोपिकास्मशुणोच्छेदरक्षणाँ सुरतिं मन्यते इयमेच चेश्वरकल्पना दोवा- 
नामन्येषां च। 
सेयं सर्वा श्वतिविरुद्धा कल्पना यतः | 
जगश्चिमिचोपादानं परं ब्रह्म श्रती श्रुतम्‌ ॥ 
महानन्दात्मको मोक्षस्तत्रतघासङ्च्छुतः॥ 
परस्परविरोधेन ब्याइतेषां भमाणता । 
घयीदण्डप्रतिक्षेपं किश्चिन्नेव प्रतीक्षते ॥ 
८% किञ्च Sarat वेदसिद्धवर्णाशध्रमाद्वदिः | 
फल्पयन्त्याशध्रमादीति ततोऽपि श्रतिवाह्यता N 
यदाहुः । 7 
दीक्षाप्रवेशामाश्रेण घ्राह्मणो भवति क्षणात्‌ | 
कापलं gamens थतिमेबति मानवः ॥ gia 1 
८६. म च वाच्यम्‌ अ्रमाणभूतमियम्ते म्रन्थराशि कर्थं प्रत्ययि- 
ततरो रुद्रः प्रणयतीति । न च समाननामनिर्मात्स्परणनियन्धनमिति 
यक्तम्‌ अतिप्रसङ्गादिति--यतः— 
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नामेकत्वक्कतश्चान्तिकल्पमाऽप्युपपचते ¦ 
घेदवाधान्ष चान्य ताचताऽतिप्रसज्यते ॥ 
प्रमादोऽपि च नात्यन्तं यद्रादिषु न सम्भवी । 


यंदा रुद्रस्य मोहदशार्रप्रणेठृतयाऽचगतत्याद्‌ व्यामोहयितुमेच 


हीटशादाखपणयमझुपपद्यत इति wax प्रमाद पदाथयितव्यः, तथा 
सं वाराहे | 


त्वंहि सुद्र! मदायादो! भोहदार्राणि कारय | 
फुहकादीन्द्रजालानि विस्द्वाचरणानि च ॥ 
द्शयित्याऽस्पमायासं फळं Ut प्रदर्दाय । 
दृद्योयित्वा जनं सर्च aay महेश्वर ! ॥ इति । 

तथा तचैत भगयान रुद्रः ्रस्तुतशेवाथागमानां स्वयमेच घैदवाद्यत्व 

वेदभाग प्चटजनाधिकारित्वं तद्वघामोहेकप्रयोजनताँ च दशयति । 

ये देदमार्गनिर्ुकास्तेषां मोहारथमेव च । 
नयसिदान्तमार्गेण मया दास fian ॥ 
तस्पादारभ्य काळात्तु मत्प्रणीतेषु सतमाः | 
शास्त्रेष्वभिरतो लोको न वेदान्‌ वहु मन्यते । 
तथा पाडुपतादीनि प्रवर्तन्ते कलो युगे ॥ 

सथा च भगबत्परिवारत्वव्यतिरेकेण स्वप्रधानपूजां पाशुपतादितन्म- 

सिद्धां वेदवाह्यां दशयति । 

तद्वेदवाहयं कर्माक्त भास दिदयोपसेव्यते | 
तद्वै पाशुपतं नाम कनिष्ठं मोहनं नृणाम्‌ ॥ 
मां विष्णुब्यतिरेकेण पूजयन्ति नराधमाः | 
इत्यादियाक्यजातानि न ठिख्यन्ते$तितीरवात ॥ 
व्यक्तञ्च चेदवाह्त्वभेतच्छास्माळुगाभिनाम्‌ । 

यथा तघेव | 
Tan ताञ्जटामस्मकपालबतधघारिणः । 
भविष्यथ प्रयीवाह्या वेदकमेचहिप्छताः ॥ 


kk 


क्षागमप्रामाण्यम्ष 


कली तदू पिणस्सर्वे जरालगुडधारिणः.। 
स्वच्छन्द्घतवेपाश्च। मिथ्यालिङ्गघरास्तथा । 
ब्रह्मशापाय्निनिर्देग्धा रुद्रमक्ता जटाधराः.॥, इति, 


प्रसिद्ध ैतच्छेवागमेपु | 


Garay कङ्कण हस्ते जटा चैका च मस्तके | 
कपाल भस्मना छानभ इत्यादि । 


तथा चैतेपामादित्यपुराण पि भगवत्त्यागेन सम Agami कथयति। 


F 
L 


Sea अस्मजरोपेता यथोक्ता गौतमात्‌ पुरा | 
शापात्सन्त्याजिता वेद देवं नारायणे तथा,॥ इति । 
'किस्चैते चासदेवस्थ मन्दा निन्दां वितन्वते । 

ते च पापण्डिनो ज्ञेया यथा SS समीरितम्‌ ॥ 

ये तु खामान्यभाचेन मन्यन्ते पुरुषोत्तमम्‌ | 

ते चे पाषण्डिनो क्षेया वेदमार्गवहिष्ङताः ॥ इति, 


EF 


सतस | i 


aly, 


एत पच च ते येषां वाडब्रानेणापि नार्चनम्‌। , 
पापण्डिनो विकसस्यानित्यादिस्म्रतिचूदितम्‌॥ 
या Stearn इत्येतदपि चेरष्रागोचरम्‌। 
तस्मान्न वेदमूलत्वं नापि प्रत्यक्षमूलता ॥ 
तत्त्रान्तराणां युक्तेति कल्प्यते कारणान्तरम्‌ । 


ननु भूलान्तरापेक्षा थदि स्यादस्तु दूषणम्‌ ॥ 
gaisma विज्ञानं भवतां ननु दर्शने । 
सत्य तदेव विश्ञानप्रामाण्यमपनीयते ॥ 
धाधकारणदोपाभ्यां तावपि द्वाविह स्फटी । 


पर्व Barua स्फुटमूलान्तरस्य यत्‌ ॥ 
पञ्चरात्रेण साघम्म्चै तन्मत्येनाभिधित्सितम्‌ | 
क्रियात्वेन तत साधर्म्यं AARTS श्वमेघयोः ॥ 


श्चृतिप्रत्यक्षयोस्तत्र यतोमूलव्वनिश्वयः । 
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८८, नञ्नु च थतिमूलत्बे वेदादेचार्थसिद्धितः ॥ 
तत्मणेतृस्वतन्नत्वकल्पना नेखच्‌चुदम्‌ | 
नेवे न कल्प्यते पुंसि स्वातन्त्यं श्रयते दि तत्‌ ॥ 
तस्याध्यक्षमिदं सर्व मीषाऽस्मादिदमादिघु | 


८९. ननु वेदमूला पच Ste: पञ्चराप्रस्मृदय; FH तर्हि agd- 
स्मप्णावसन्मूलभूतवेदवाक्यस्मरणं नाजुयतते पाञ्चयत्रिकाणाम्‌,। न 
चार्थस्मरणस्य प्रयोजनवत्वात्‌ सम्य विफलत्वात्‌ तदनाद्रणीयमिति 
युक्त, न fe यतः प्रामाण्यं तदेव यिस्मर्तु शुक्तम्‌ । 


अथ विस्मरणोपपत्तये ध्रलीननिष््यानुमेयदश्ाखामूलता आधीयते 
तदा ata येन प्रमाणतया Rofi स तत्पलीनशास्वामस्तके 
निक्षिप्य ्रमाणीकुर्यात्‌। नित्यानुमेयमलीनशाजयोस्तु स्वरूपसिद्धि- 
tq दुळेमा । 


अथ विद्यमानशाखामूळा पच ताः स्मृतयः तदा तत्णेतृचद्‌न्येऽपि 
तत पवोपलमेरन, इति ग्रन्थप्रणयनमयासचेय थ्यम्‌ । 


अत्रोच्यते स खल भगवान्‌ अमोधसहजस्तवेदनता क्षाद्ववदस्थिल- 
वेद्‌रारिर्वि्रकीर्णविविधविध्यर्थचादमन्ात्मकाने कशाखाध्ययनधारणा- 
दिप्वधीरधियो भक्तानवळोक्य तद्जुकम्पया लघुनोपायेन तदर्थ संक्षिप्यो- 
पदिदेशेति न किञ्िदचुपपन्नम्‌। 
MISSE: | 
वेदान्तेषु यथासारं ag भगवान्‌ हरिः ॥ 
भक्तानुकम्पया विद्वान्‌ सञ्चिक्षेप यथासुखम्‌ ॥ 
इति, पते च मन्वादिसमस्तस्सरणसाधारणाः पर्यनुयोगास्तम्द्र- 
टीकाक्कतपरि्माणासनायासपरिहार्या इति नेह प्रपञ्चते i 


९०. Ad चेदे वेदमूलत्वं पश्चरात्रतब्राणामजुपपश्चै वेदनिन्दा- 
antag, उक्तं हि चतुर्षु पुरुषार्थमलभमानः शाण्डिल्य इद शास्त्र- 
मधीतयान्‌ इति, अनयगतवचनव्यक्तेरयै पर्यनुयोगः, न दि निन्दा 


we भझॉगमप्रामाण्यमू 


निन्द्यं निन्दितुं प्रवर्तति। अपि तु निन्दितादितरत्पशसिततम्‌ | यथेतरेयफ- 
प्राह्मणि प्रातः प्रातरचुते ते yaa इत्यनुदितद्दोमनिन्दा gaan- 
प्रशांसार्थति गम्यते यथा मानवे t 
ऋग्वेदो देवदेवच्यो यजुर्वेदस्तु ATT | ` 
सामवेदस्तु पिघ्यः स्यात्‌ तस्मात्तस्याञ्चुचिभ्वनिः ॥ 
इति सामवेद्‌ निन्दा इतरबेदभरांसार्था, यथा चा भारते । 
चत्वार पकतो वेदा भारतं चेकमेक्रतः | 
समागतेस्तु क्रपिभिस्तुलया5रोपितँ पुरा ॥ 
मद्ये च गुरुत्वे च ध्रियमाणं यतोऽधिकम्‌ | 
HET WAT महाभारतमुच्यते ॥ 
इति भहाभारतप्रशांसार्थति vera न वेदनिन्देति । पव पञ्चरात्र- 
प्ररासेति गम्यते | 
अथासदितहोमादेरन्यत्न स्ततिदशनात्‌ । 
अतत्परत्वं निन्दायास्तथात्रापि भविष्यति ॥ 
zmien यहुदाः पञ्चरात्रे पि ररयते | 
न हि तेभ्यः परं किचिद्‌ वाडायं कमलासन । 
वेदान्तैरिदमैवोक्ते ततवज्ञानोपपादकेः ॥ इत्यादी । 


९२. अपि च चतुर्षु वेदेषु इति नायमर्थः वेदेपु पुरुषार्थो नास्तीति 
किन्तु यस्तेषु पुरुपार्थस्तमलभमान इति | 

नजु पुरुषार्थ घेदेषु लभमान इत्यन्यो म वेदेषु पुरुषार्थमिति; मैवं 
ब्यावर्च्यामावात्‌ , न हि बेदेष्वेबाय पुरुपार्थो न लभ्यते अतो वेदेषु थः 
पुरुपार्थेस्तमलममानः तदृमिलापी पञ्चयातदास्त्रमधीतवानिति TAT 
श्व॒त्योरेकार्यमेच प्रतीयते । 


९२. यत्पुनरुक्तमुपनयनादिसंस्कतानां भगवदाराघनार्थतया 
दीक्षालक्षणसँस्कारविधानादयैदिकत्वमिति : तदयुक्तं न ह्युपनयनादिः 
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संस्कछृतानां ज्योतिएोमादिकमोहतया दीक्षादिसंस्कारवि्धायकम्‌ आद्ना- 
वैष्णवम्‌ इत्यादिवाक्यमवैदिकै भवति। , 


| अथ वैदिकसंस्कारात्‌ संस्कारान्तरविधानं हेतः, तदनुपपन्नं सिद्ध 
हि पञ्चणत्रशास्त्रस्य अवैदिकत्वे तस्य संस्कारान्तरत्वसिद्धिः aes च 
तस्यावेदिकत्वसिद्धिरित्यन्योन्याथयणात्‌ 1 


fay समस्तवैदिकसेस्कारेभ्य* संस्कारान्तरत्त्व वा ta, उत 
कतिपयेञ्य; संस्कारेभ्यः, न तावदनन्तरः कल्पः उपनयनादिसंर्कार- 
स्यापि चौलादिसंस्कारात्‌ संस्कारान्तरत्वेनावैदिकत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌ , न चान्यः 
कल्पः, waar, न हापनयनं समस्तवैदिकसँस्कारेभ्य; 
संस्कारान्तरम्‌ । असिद्धश्च समस्तवैदिकसंस्कारन्यतिरेकः पञ्चराञ- 
meena वैदिकत्वादित्युक्तमेच | 


२३, यदपि 'घर्भभमाणत्वासिमतचतर्दश विद्यास्थानेप्वपरिगणित- 
त्वात्‌ पाशुपतादितन््रथत्‌ चयीवाह्यत्यमिति--तदपि दैपायन-चाल्मीकि 
प्रणीतभारतरामायणादिअन्धेरलैकान्तिकम्‌ । 


२४. यक्ष भगवता वादरायणेन निरस्तत्वादिति तदसत्‌, कथं हि 
भगवान. द्वैपायनः खकललोकादर्शामूतपरमभागवतो भागवतं शास्त्र 
निरस्यतीत्युत्तद्पेत ! 

, य एवमाह | 

इद शातलहस्माद्धि ATA RTT | 

शा आविध्य मतिमन्थांनं दक्षो घृतनिवोद्धतम्‌ || 
नचनीते यथा दध्नो द्विपदा ब्राह्मणो यथा । 
आरण्यकं च चेदेभ्य ओषधीभ्यो यथाऽम्हृतम्‌ ॥ 
इद महोपनिषदं चतुर्येदसमन्विनम्‌ | 
साइययोगऴतान्तेन पञ्चराघ।नुश ब्दितम्‌ ॥ 
इदं घेय हदै बह्म इदं हितमुत्तमम्‌ । 
धरस्यजुस्सीमभिजुएमथर्वाद्विससेस्तथा ॥ 
भविष्यति प्रमाण घे पतदेवानुशासनम्‌। इति, 
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भीष्मपबेण्यपि | 
mare: aided: शृद्रेख margt । 
अर्चनीयञ्च सेव्यञ्च पूजनीयश्च भाधवः N 
सात्वतं विधिमास्थाय गीतस्संकपेणेन यः | 
द्वापरस्य युगस्यान्ते आदी कलियुगस्य च ॥ इति । 


तथा शान्तिपचेण्यफि | 
अवद्यं येष्णधो दीक्षां प्रविशत्‌ सर्वयलत्तः । 
दीद्हिताय विशेषेण प्रसीदैक्षात्यथा हरि - 
वसन्ते Sagat ग्रीष्मे राजन्यमेव च | 
शरदः समये वैश्यं हेमन्ते wate च ॥ 
स्त्रियं च वर्षाकाले तु पञ्चरात्रविधाततः ॥ 
तथा । 
वेदेश्चतभिस्सां मित कृतं मेरौ महागिरौ । 
एवमादिचिचोमङ्गीदातेस्सादरमीरित्ैः ॥ 
वेदान्तलारसचेस्वमात्मीयं परमं मतम्‌ | 
uss निराकुर्यात्‌ कथे द्वैपायनः स्वयम्‌ ॥ 


९५. कर्थ adig सूचम्‌ उत्पत्यसंभवात्‌ इति । किं चाऽस्य सूत्रस्य 
हदयम्‌। इदमस्य सत्रस्य, भागयतश्षास्त्े जीवोत्पत्तः प्रतिपाद्यमानत्वात्‌ 
तस्याश्च श्रुतिन्यायविरोपेनासम्भवादसमीचीनं शास्त्रमिति । यद्येष 
सूप्रार्थस्तरहि पश्चरात्रशास्प्रनिराकरणपर at, न हि पञ्चरात्रदास्त्रेषु 
जीवोत्पत्तिरक्लीरूता येनेघमुच्यते । 

नन्वस्तीदै बचने वाखुदेवः परा प्रतिः परमात्मा ततस्संकर्षणी नाम 
जीयो जायते सङ्कपेणात्‌ waa मनो जायते ततोऽनिर्द्धनामा 
अइङ्रारो जायते । दृति, 


त सम--सन्दाचाद्धितेन इतघूप्रसप्येन ep शमितराच्दो भवति छुसार्थ । 
समँड्तमू अथवा समन्वितमित्येव अनु्यायाः्‌ । 
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+ अपि तु व्यूहरूपेण व्यक्ति्देवश्य कीर्यते । 
तत्र संव्यवद्दाराथ जीव-शन्द्‌ः प्रयुज्यते ॥ 
वर्णानामालुळोम्येन पूज्यमेदमसिद्धये | 

TUSSE? | | 


वर्णब्वतुर्मिब्वत्वारः पूजनीया यथाक्रमम्‌! इति, भपि च जीव- 
मनोऽहङ्कारशाच्दा न तम्मात्रचचना अपि तु तक्तदधिष्ठानाधिङृतचिलक्षण- 
विग्रहचत्पुरुपामिधाना इति, 
विचित्रदेहसँपत्तिजन्मेति व्वपदिद्यते । , 
; , तोयेन जीवानित्येतयजुमूभि यथा वचः ॥ 
अपि च जीचोत्पत्तिप्रलयादिगोखराः धरतिस्छतिठोकवादाः चरा- 
चरव्यपाश्रयस्तु स्यात्‌ तद्वधपदेशो भाक्तस्तनद्भाचभावित्यादिस्यन्नैय 
सूत्रकारेण gafat: ॥ | 
faq नात्मा ध्रुतेनिस्यत्याच्च ताभ्यः इत्यचेच ब्रह्मणो जीवोत्पत्तिः 
श्रुतिस्म्रतिन्यायचिरोघेन निरस्ता सती न पुनरुपन्यासं प्रयोजयतीति 
अनधिकरणीयमघिएकरणमापद्येत । 


` ९६. एतेन त च फुः करणम्‌ इति at व्याख्याते, म ह्यत्र 
कर्तुः सङ्कर्षणात्‌ करणस्य मनस उत्पत्तिरुच्यते, sti हि figg- 
पुरुपचचना एते शब्दा इति, 
किमिति वा करुः करणनोत्पद्यते देवदत्तादेः wg: परझुपश्रति 

करणोत्पत्त्यदर्दानादिति चेत्‌ , हन्त हतस्तहि अपगतसकळकरणकलाप 
स्वमहिममतिष्ठब्रझणः प्राणमनःभ्रभृतिनिखिल करणोत््पत्य भ्युपगमः, पत- 
स्माज़ायते भाणो मनः सर्वेन्द्रियाणि च इति 

अथ श्रुतिमसिद्धत्याचत्तथेबाभ्युपेयते | 

पञ्चराघमसिद्धत्वादिदं किन्नाभ्युपेपि भोः ॥ 


† समस्ति, नानेनवचनेनेह जोवजन्माभिधीयते ¦ 
t अराचरधिकरणमिशर्धः । 


"R आगमप्रामाप्यम्‌ 


न हि स्म्ृतिप्रसिदार्थपरित्यागोऽतिश्चोभनः | 
निर्दोषछ्ञानजन्मत्वात्‌ प्रामाण्य हि art द्योः ॥ 


९७. wy चत्वारः एते किं समानेश्वर्यथागिनः | 
स्वतत्त्राः किमुतेकस्य स्वेच्छामूतिचदुष्टयी ॥ 
इति विकल्प्य | 


समानेश्वर्यभागित्वे तुल्यत्वानैय कार्यता | 
पकस्य सूर्तिमेदथेत्‌ किं मेदेन प्रयोजनम्‌॥ ; 


इति दूषयतीति व्याख्यातं चिज्ञानादिभावे चा सदग्रतिपेध इति | 
तदयुक्तम्‌ असम्भावनीयत्वाद्विकह्पस्य, न fe फेनचिदीश्वर- 
घादिना अनेकेश्वरं जगदभ्युपगतं विशेषतञ्च पाञ्चराजिकैः चासुदेव 
एवैकः परा प्रकृतिरिति वदद्भिः, किन्तु स पव भगवान्‌ लीलाविरचित- 
'चवुर्भदः खकलमपि जगत्संरक्षतीति। | l 
Ca चेदमनुपपन्न यल-भरतावरजा्रजादिप्रादुर्भादवद्पपत्तेः, यथैव 
दि भगवतः स्वलीलाविरचितगयन-पवन-हरःविरिञ्चयादिमपञ्चस्य 
अचिन्त्यमहिमलीलेकयोजनस्य राम-लषमण भरत-शङ्रप्रादिस्वच्छन्दा- 
Ferrer न विरोस्स्यन्ते एव सङ्क्षणप्रद्यक्रादि मेदा इत्ति । l 


. ९८. amiini इति ag वेदेपु इति श्वुतिविप्रति- 
पेघात्‌ तभ्याणां परस्परविप्रतिपेधाद्वा अधमाणमिति--तभ्न श्रतिविप्रति- 
पेघस्तु, प्रागेव प्रत्युक्तः, परस्परचिप्रतिषेधस्तु प्रघानराणसामान्य- 
विदोपादिन्यायसपादितवचनव्यक्तीनां ATT मास्त्येव । न्यायाजुप्रद- 
रदितानां त वचसां न छचिद्पि परिनिध्यायकत्वं, यथाऽऽह, “न्याय- 
संपादितऱ्यक्ति पञ्याद्वाक्यार्थवोधकम्‌' इति । तस्मात्सृत्रकारेण इदे 
मद्दोपनिपदम्‌ इस्यादिवचनेर्वेदेभ्यो विशेपेणामिमतवरप्ामाण्येषु पञ्च" 
रात्रतन्रेप्वविद्यपानजीवोत्पत्तिप्रतिपाइनाध्यारोपेण तचितकरणपरतया 
gå ष्यास्यायमानं व्याख्यातृणाभेवास्यातिं स्यापयतीत्य्ं प्रयन्धेन ! 
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९९, . तप्रैध सूत्रार्थः । पूव स्वाभिभितसमयपरिपन्थिकपिल-कादयपां - 
सुगत-जित-पशुपतिमतानां शुतिस्यायविरोधलसामञ्चस्यं प्रतिपाद 
अशुना स्वाभिप्रितपञ्चरावतश्राणामपि इतरसमयसमानपरिगणनाद्द्गौ 
सक्षिदितानामितरखमयवदसामञ्चस्यमादाङ्कघ प्रामाण्य {व्युत्पा । 


तत्राचेन सूत्रद्वयेन पूर्वपक्ष उपक्षिप्यते तथा हि पञ्चराचशास्त- 
मभमाणम्‌ उत्पत्त्यसँमयाच्‌ प्रतिपाधमानायाः सँकपेणाद्युत्पत्तेरसंभ- 
चात , फथमसंमवः, उभभयथाऽप्यनुपपत्तः तथा हि। ` 


किल चत्वार पयैते समानेश्वर्यमारिनः | 
एको वा स्पाश्चतुर्मेदे देथाऽप्युत्पत्यसंभवः ॥ 
समामैश्वर्यभागित्वे तुल्यत्वानेच BRT | 
पकात्मत्वेऽ भ्युपेतेऽपि तथोत्पत्तेरसंभ्रचः । 
TUAR हि नेकस्मित्षकल्पते ॥ 


१००. तथा न च Ys करणम्‌। इतश्च अप्रमाणं HY! सङ्कर्षण- 
AMAA करणस्य RGA मनस उत्पत्त्पसंभचात्‌, न हि 
देवदत्तात्परशुरुत्पद्यत इति। 


एवं चा। न च कच्तः करणम्‌ इतश्च कुः संकपणात्‌ न करण- 
मुत्पद्यते त्रण पव समस्तकरणोत्पत्तिश्रतेः, पतस्माञ्चायते प्राणोमनः- 
सवेन्द्रियाणि च इति । 


१०१, विज्ञानादिभावे at तदम्रतिपेध इति, चा-दाब्दात्पक्षो 
विपरिवत्तते । 


यदुक्तसुभयथाऽपि स्ंकपणाद्युत्पत्तर्भवाद्प्रामाण्यमिति नेत- 
बस्ति तस्यास्लङ्घणाद्युत्पत्तरप्रतिपेधः । 


RR वि विकी 


T कणादः काऱ्यपः समौ । 


ग स्थृणानिसननन्यायेगेलर्थः यथा हि apt द्रढयितुमिच्छवस्तां स्वयमेव इस्तेन 
परियाल्य परीक्षन्ते । 


ae STATA 


यदि हि'विज्ञानादय पते न भवेयुः स्थादुत्पत्तिप्रतिषेधः । ` ` 


विज्ञानं ' चादि चेति विश्ञानादि wer तद्भावे घह्ाभावे उत्पत्तेर- 
matey ` ' 


T y o™ 


1 आदौयते-उपादीयते उपयुज्यते सतेकायार्थेमियादि सर्वजगन्निदानं ब्रह्म, भत्र 
यद्यपि उपसग घोः किरिति पाणिनीयेन किप्रलयान्तादिदाब्दस्य eede आप्रोति तथापीह 
औौणादिकप्रलयेन ' साघुभावो$्वगन्तव्यः शिष्टप्रयोगे संज्ञासु धातुरुपाणीयादिना तथेबानु- 
शिष्टत्वेन Rehia च प्रयोगमूलतया अनौणादिकसेव पँस्वकत्पनात Y 


अधवा fate ma पाठः † ततश्च विज्ञाने चादिक्च विज्ञानादि इति 
समाहारदन्द्ः, विज्ञानादीतिकृतससाहारदन्दके Garner निर्विसगकपाठावलोकनधान्तित 
एव प्राचौनक्रोशध्वपि विज्ञानं 'यादिश्वेति विवक्षणीये विज्ञाने चादि चेति विठिलिखरिति 
केचिन्मन्यन्ते । इत एवाखरसेन” कल्पान्तरमवललम्विरे प्रन्थाचायांः। एवमेब च 
विज्ञानादिसून्ने श्रीमाष्येऽपि शद्ासमाध्यभ्यूहनमित्ति छृतं saver वाचामिति चापरे । 
बस्तुतस्तु श्रीमाप्यकोरेघु भागमप्रामाण्यदोरोषु च प्रायशो देशविशेपनेरपेक्ष्येण विज्ञानादिसूतरे 
(fort चादि च विज्ञानादि-त्रह्म तद्भावे) इत्येव प्रामाणिकः पाठः इत्यवरयं तातपयबिशपेण 
स प्रयोगो वक्तन्यो न तु यथाश्तार्थकादि-पदेनाचरमार्धेन अन्रहमराधारणेन | अनेवमाचश्मदे 
आ-समन्ताद्श शीलसस्येत्यादिन, परमं अर्म सुप्यजातौ णिनिस्ताच्छील्ये । इति पाणिनीयेन 
ताच्छील्येऽ्थणिनिः, भाडा चासाधारण्यं विवत्त्यते तच भत्ता घराचरप्रहणादिलधिकरणोक्त- 
रीद्या उद्यासाधारणे कर्मेति तादशार्थकादिपदेन निसिळजगददनकर्ते परे ब्रह्मामिहितँ भवतिं 
aa साठूयायुक्तदिशा प्रधानधर्मा माभूदिति विज्ञानपदेन विरोष्यते । एवं च जन्मायस्य 
यत इति सूत्रे आदिपदेन जयत्त्थितिप्रणाशहेतुताया लक्षणत्वेनामिमततया, लक्षणेनेतरभेद- 
साधने जन्मादित्रितयस्य dew हेतुतायां व्याप्यल्रासिदधा प्रत्ये्मेद हेतुताया वाच्यत्वेन 
स्वासाधारणल्पेणादिन्‌ पदेन ब्रह्मोपर्थापिते भवतीति। सति चेवं (विज्ञान चादि च 
बिज्ञानादि द्र) इति श्रीभाष्याचायागां परमाचायाणां श्री ६यामुनसुनीनां चाभिधानमञ्जसा 
समच्ञसमिति यथाधतार्थम्राहिणां केपाचिदमीपामाचायतात्यानवत्रोधनियन्धनमेवानुपपत्वमि 
धानम्‌! परे हु संपादितत्वात्‌ fad gar तस्मात्सार्थ अगै विधाय भाद इति प्रपाष्य 
ततो मत्वर्यीयेन्तिना भादिनपदे सिघाधयिषन्ति। तदिदमवि प्रबियागौरवपराद्तमिति 
नातितृये विदुषाम्‌ । किं च छच्छन्दस्य संपदादिङियन्तस्य freed ततोऽणि जाते 
अणन्तत्वेन Aisa आवेन आदी इति स्यादिति ततोऽपि नेएसिदिसंमावना 1 यदापि 
अदनमाद इति भावे इति eee भावे धर्म बृत्वा भावषनन्ताच मत्वर्थीयेनिना भादिनपद- 
प्रसाधन तदिद घनपोद्चेति पाणिनीयाचुझासनविस्मरणनिवन्धनं धनि धस्टादेश्ाविधानात्‌ | 
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r भयति पकस्यैय पर्मात्यनो थासुदेयस्थापरिच्छिक्षद्ाक्ेः 
म्वादायेदायदान्‌ पार्यक्ारणमायोपपस्तिरिति । 


यंशु न appa उन्पचते घाधण एय उत्पत्तिश्रुतेरिति तदपि 
wen चितानादिलेन परिष्टतम | 


१०२, [अपि च, न चय करुः फरणम्‌ इति Pra मयति किं यस्याः 
fara wer, तत्‌ तरिकियाकर्चुनात्र्यते+ उत यसू यत्र फापि करण 
तत्‌ फुतब्धिदपि wear इति था । 


wey 


war var सिद्धसाधनतपा अमुमामस्य विप्रतिषेधः, 
TTR APERAR TNTA मनः स्यात्पाइन कर्ण कसत्वास्‌, मापि 
स्वोत्पत्ञा वर्शृत्वात्‌ । 


अपरेऽपि कर्पे प्रत्य ्षविप्रतिषेधः उदकादगणादी वरणभूताना- 
मपि घटादीनां करचे कलालादेसम्पत्तिद्दामात्‌ , तदिदमार यिप्रति- 
पेघादिति । 


१०३. यद्वा सूत्रदयस्यास्य व्या्यानान्तरमुच्यते | 
धिश्चांनादेः प्रमाणत्त्रद्देतोमावेन युज्यते ॥ 
पञ्चराप्रप्रमाणत ATT AAR TE । 
तग्रानुवादर्सदैहदानाचुर्पत्तिलक्षणम्‌॥ 
निरस्तमप्रप्राणत्वं विक्ातप्रहणादिष्य । 
TTA ATMA STS N 
meets waar विवक्षितम्‌ | 


Le निती 


पै विप्रतिपेधाचेतिसूत्रार्थ इतः प्रति । So 

tag नायमाद्यकत्पप्रतिषेधः स्वेन्द्रियम्सापारसामात्यफरणस्प मनस: erT 
sett मवति, जीवि अदशनादिनि पूर्वपक्षीति चेत्न भगवतः स्वकाय मनोऽपेक्षा नास्ति 
मन रहादनविसय एज az सानचापधिका AMC | 


+ 
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त "मिहल 


"` ,तथा fe) , 
TUM कुरुते सदा सहजया THN AN जगत्‌ 
यः पुंसामभिवञ्चिछितानि दिशति ध्यानेकसंतर्षितः । 
नित्यावाप्तसमस्तकाम इति य॑ प्राहुस्त्रयीपारगा: 
तस्मिन्‌ विभ्रमविप्रलम्मनसुखा दोषा भवेयुः HAT | 


१०४. उत्पत्त्मसम्भवो यञ्च पूर्वसूत्रदयोदितः 
__ संडु्षेणादिमूर्तीनां तत्र प्रतिविधीयते॥ | 
विप्रतिपेघात्‌ इति पश्चणत्रस्मरणानुमितभगवत्मत्यक्षविप्रतिपेधात्‌ 
तदनुमितश्चतिविप्रतिपेधाद्वेति | | 
१०५, यद्वा सूताणां न्यायप्रद्शवपरत्वात्‌ पश्चरात्रश्चत्योरसन्तमपि- 
विरोधं easy Rra तथा हि | 
सति वेदविरुद्धत्वे fea मन्वादिचाक्यवत्‌ । 
अप्रमाणमिद mei प्रमाणँ वेति संशये ॥ 
अप्रमाणं विरुद्धार्थप्रमित्युत्पत्यसम्मवात्‌ | 
असम्भवश्च सापेक्ष निरपेक्षत्वहे gE: ॥ 
aak सापेक्ष पञ्चरात्रसरण न मूलप्रमाणोपस्थापतमुखेन 
स्वार्थ प्रमातमुपक्षमते तावधिरपेक्षापोरुपेयागमभुया seta तदर्थ- 
स्यान्यथा परिच्छैदात्तङ्धिरुद्धायाः प्रमितेरुत्पत्यसम्भचात्‌ | 
तावद्धि पञ्चरात्रस्य मूलश्चत्यवचोधनम्‌ | 
दप्रत्पक्षशास्त्रशस्त्रेण थाचन्मूलं न त्यते ॥ 


T 


१०६. Aa कर्थं वेदा वा निरपेक्षा यावता तेषामपि मगवदनुभव- 
सापैक्षमेव प्रमाणत्वै तत्कारणत्वात्‌ , wa दि पञ्चयत्रस्मुर्तयः 
तदजुभवसप्पेक्षा' oe घेदा अपीति तत्रोच्यते “न चच ngs करणं ” 


T विचारदेवुकडइलर्थः । 
{ यावन्मूलं न इन्खत इति तन्त्रवाततिवम्‌ । 
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न कर्चुरीश्वरस्य करणं वेदाः । क्रियन्त इति करणं, कर्मणि ल्युट्‌ | 
अपीरुपेया वेदा इति यावत्‌ | 


१०७, विज्ञानादिभावे या तद्‌प्रतिपेधः, न चैतदस्ति पञ्चरात्रशार्र- 
मम्रमाणमिति । किन्तर्हि ? तद्म्रतिपेधः भमित्यूत्पत्तेरप्रतिपेघः, 
चिरुद्धार्थमपि विकल्पेन प्रमाणमित्यर्थः भसम्भवद्धम विप्रलस्ममगचद्नु- 
भवमूलल्वाद्‌ , विशानादिमाषै विज्ञान॑-विरिष्टं ज्ञानं अलम्भवत्स्ललनमिति 
यावत्‌, अन्येषां हि सवेधर्मदास्धनिबन्दणां सांसारिकरवेनासाषेङ्यात्‌ 
अनवातकामत्वाच समभ्भाव्यमानविविधविजुवं कशानं, भगवतस्तु 
स्वाभाविकनिरङ्करीश्वर्यस्य '्रुतिरातसमघिगत्तावितथसददजसमस्तधर्मा- 
धर्मादिसाक्षात्कारं शानमिति चिश्ञानमित्युक्तं, ताहरास्यांतस्यादिभावे 
मूलत्वे सति तदप्रतिषेधः प्रमाणमेबेति । 


१०८, TA कथं श्रुतिविरुद्वस्य TAN प्रामाण्याभ्युपगमः तत्यामाण्यै 
fe ger सह विकल्पः wA, विकल्पश्भ अएदोषदएः, ख च 
छचिदन्यतरपरित्यागकारणाभाचादगत्या5 STAM AA, यथा ब्रोहिभियेजेत 
यवेर्यजेत इति, न हि तबान्यतरद्पह्ु शक्यम्‌ उभयोरप्यनपेक्षत्वा- 
विंशिएत्वाद्‌ न चेवमपि पञ्चरात्रश्चुत्योर्विकलपेत भवितव्यम्‌ अतुल्य- 
त्वात्‌, निरपेक्षं हि afk wana अपोरुपेयस्वात्‌, सापेक्ष च 
पञ्चरात्रचचनमिति कथमनयोविकल्पः | 


१०९. BTA | 
पञ्चराचधास्त्रस्यापि निरपेक्षत्वादेव । 
कथशु पोरुपेयस्थ वचसो निरपेक्षता । 
इति चेदिद्माचष्टां पृष्रस्तनेष तार्किक; ॥ 
किमस्य योधकत्वाय परापेद्साऽभ्युपेयते । . 
किं चा निञ्चायकत्वाय यथार्थक्ञापनाय वा ॥ 
पुमर्थत्वाय वा तम चतुर्णामप्यसम्भवः । 


+ अस्मिन्न विद्ञानस्यादिभावो विज्ञानादिभाव इति षष्टीततुरुगे ज्ञेयः । 


०८ आगमप्रामाण्यमू 


' नखलु चक्रव्युपचारेण भगवन्तं समचेयेदितीदे वचन धूयमाणं 
वोधकत्वाय किञ्चिदपेक्षते अन्यत्र व्युत्पत्तिग्रदइणात्‌, न च तावता 
सापेक्षत्पेन दौर्वल्यं श्रुतावपि दौवैत्यप्रसङ्कात | 

नापि निश्चयञजननाय, न दि अचेयेदित्येत्त्‌ अर्चयेन्न वेति संशयित्त 
प्रत्ययमुत्पादयति व्य॒त्पत्तिपरतिपत्तिब्याकोपपसङ्गात्‌ | 

नापि यथार्थत्वाय, नं ह्युत्पन्गे ज्ञानं स्वकारणञ्यतिरेकेण यथार्थ- 
त्वाय अपरमपेक्षते गुणतः प्रामाण्यस्यायुक्तत्वात्‌ अनभ्युपयमाञ्च । 

न च पुरुयार्थत्वाय परापेक्षा शास्त्रदारीरपर्यालोचनादेव तत्सिदेः, 
इह हि यथोक्तसंस्कारवतां शास्त्रश्रवणात्‌ asta ततस्तदर्थपाञ्च- 
कालिकानष्ठानं, ततो निरतिशयसंपत्मातिरिति शारत्रादेवाचगम्यते | 


११०, अथोच्येत सत्यपि पञ्चरात्रतन्राथा स्वतःप्रामाण्ये याचस- 
द्क्तापिनिक्चयपुरस्सरं दोपाभावो नावधार्यते न तावत्यामाण्यं निष्पायत 
इति तदसत्‌, म हि दोपाभावज्ञानं sed निष्पादयति निर्दोपज्ञान- 


कारणादेव तदुत्पत्तेः । 


१११. न च निरदोषत्वायाप्तत्वादिगुणनिक्चयः सत्तामात्रेण तत्सिद्धेः, 
यथाह याक्तिककारः | तदा न व्याप्रियन्ते तु शायमानतया शुणाः । इलि, 
दोषाभावज्ञानेऽपि णानां सत्तयोपयोगो दरतः, दोषाभावे त बिइयै 
सत्तामात्रोपकारिणः, इति। न चोर्पश्नमपि sat हानोपादानादि- 
व्यवहारायापरमपे्षते स्मरणाभिलापाभ्यामेव तत्सिदेळ TAGs, स्मरणा- 
दमिलापाञ्च ब्यचहारः भवर्तते इति | 

अपि च स्थतःप्राप्तप्रामाण्यातां वेदानामपि यावत्कर्नमावनिश्चय- 
पुरस्सरे दोपाभावो नावधार्यते न तावत्यामाण्यं अतितिएतीति समातं 


सापेक्षत्वम्‌ | 


११२. अथ योग्याज्ञुपलम्भादेयानायाससिदे amt निराश्रय- 
दोपाणामसम्भवादपामाण्यराङ्केव घेदे नास्ति, यथाष्टुः 
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, _ सत्रापवादनिमक्चित्ततभावाठधीयसी । 
वेदे तेनाप्रमाणत्व न शाङ्कामधिगच्छति ॥ 


ata चेत्‌ । 

हन्त तहि पञ्चरात्रतन्त्रेऽपि सपैक्षसवेश्वरवत्ततृभावादेच अयलसिसे 
दोषाभावे अप्रामाण्यदाडा नावतरतीति समातश्चर्चः | 

wash भवति उभयोरपि स्वतःप्रापाण्ययोरेकञ्ज दोषाभावनिश्चयः 
तदाश्रयपुरुपाभावनिश्चयात्‌ , अन्यत्र तद्विरदगुणवक्तठकत्वनिश्चयादिति। 

यथा ओष्ण्यामावनिश्चयो नभसि तदाधारत्याभावनिक्चयाज्ञछे तु 


तद्विरुद्धदोत्योपटस्मादिति । 


११३, किञ्च । 


सापेक्षनिरपश्षत्वे न हि वाघस्य कारणम्‌ | 

श्रुती रजतवोधस्य निरपे सस्य बाधकम्‌ ॥ 

नेद taham तत्सापेक्षमपीप्यते | ` 
सेयं ज्यालेति संचित्तेस्तेळवर्तिबिनाराजा ॥ 

IAAT वाधिका दृष्टा सपेक्षाऽप्य क्षजन्मनः । 

अतो निरयकादोन सावका निषिध्यते ॥ 

न चेह साचकारास्वं भगवच्छास्त्रवेदयोः । 


११४. अथ श्रुतिचिरुद्धस्य तन््रभागस्य GUFA 
वास्तुदेचप्रणीतत्वं निस्घेतुमिति मन्यसे | 
पञ्चरात्रविरुदस्य वेदभागस्य घा कथम्‌ ॥ 
अपीरुपेयताहानमाविर्भवति चाघितम्‌ | 
तस्यापि वेदभागत्वात्‌ तथाभावोऽ भ्युपेयते ॥ 
अस्यापि पञ्चरात्रत्वात्‌ तत््रणीतत्यामिष्यत्ताम्‌ | 
कर्तुरस्मरणात्तत्न यदि चापोरुषेयत्ता ॥ 
तत्कठुकत्वस्सृत्या5ध किन्न स्यात्तत्मणीतता | 
अस्ति ह्यास्त्रीकुमार सा टदा स्वृतिपरस्परा ॥ 


६० भागमभामाण्यम्‌ 


पञ्चरात्रस्य निर्भाता केदाचो भगवाविति । 
तत्मणीतत्वविश्वासादू गजानश्वान्र धनं WE ॥ 
दक्षिणां विविधां qen अविष्टादीनि eae । 
‘argues कपिलो वक्ता पञ्चरात्रस्य केशवः ' ॥ 
इति स्कन्द्पुराण5पि पठ्यते भारते तथा । 
" पञ्चरात्रस्य Healey घक्ता नारायण) स्वयम्‌ । ˆ 
रद्‌ महोपनिषदं चठुवेदसमन्वितम्‌ | 
साङ्कययोगङ्तान्तेन Wasa ॥ 
नारायणमुखोद्रीतं नारदोऽध्रावयन्मुनीन्‌ । 
ब्रह्मणस्सदने तात ] यथादृष्टं यथाश्र॒तम्‌ ॥ › 
फवमादिपुराणोक्तिः सहस्रैन्याय्ुहितैः | 
वाज्लुदेचम्रणीतत्वं पञ्चयात्रस्य निष्यथम्‌॥ 
किन्तु षेदस्य नित्यत्वे विवदन्ते विपश्चितः | 
तेम निर्दोपविश्चातकारणत्वाव्‌ द्वयोरपि ॥ 
निर्विशङ्कं प्रमाणत्वं भगवच्छास्रपेदयोः | 
ततश्च तुस्य शिष्टत्वाद्‌ विकव्पेम प्रमाणता ॥ 
इति मत्वैतदाचशट GH महामनाः | 
विज्ञानादिमाचे वा तदप्रतिपेध इति N 
११५, ननु च भगवतस्सपेन्ञत्वेनासंभावयमानायामपि भ्रान्तो सर्वे. 
शक्तित्वेन विधलब्धमपि भवतीति किमिदमपि शास्त्र व्यामोददयितुममि- 
हितम्‌ उत वस्तुतोऽ1यहितवुद्धया निवद्धमित्यन्यतरपक्षावलम्यनविक्कव- 
मनसां क इव निर्णयोपायः, प्रत्युत घेदवियेधादैव विज्ठयनफलमित्य- 
भ्यवस्याम इत्ति । 
तत्रोच्यते विप्रतिषेधात्‌ इति, समस्तथ्रुतीतिद्दासपुराणलोकः 
विप्रतिचेघादू । यदि विना कारणेन भगवतः सर्षश्चक्तित्वमाधाद्‌ 
विछावनशाट्टा 


† विहितं ga. पा० श्रत्मन्तरबिद्वितत्वं शात्वेखर्धः । saia म स्थात्‌ । 


शागसत्रानाण्यम्‌ ६१ 


हुन्तैयं सवैज्ञक्तित्वाक्षरके चार्मिकानपि । 
mataa सन्देदाक्निश्चे्ं जगदापतेत्‌ ॥ 


अपि चायं सर्थदाक्तित्वेन विपलिप्समानः किमतीन्द्रियासत्यार्थान्‌ 
घेदानादी निर्माय स्थनिर्माणस्मरणदाक्तिमपि दिरण्यगर्भादेरपहत्य 
तत्प्रभृति स्वाध्यायपरम्परामिमां प्रचर्तितचाक्ष पेति संशयानाः कथं 
विश्वसिमः। अथास्य सत्यपि सर्वेशक्तित्वे यावच्छक्ति करणे प्रमाणाः 
भावात्‌ अनघस्यानाद्‌ भगवतश्च स्यभावावात्तकामतया विप्रलम्मप्रयोजन- 
विरहाद्‌ यैपम्यनेधृण्यादिदोपैर्मान्रयापि चासंर्पृष्टत्वास्‌ सर्ये्राणिजातस्य 
स्वभावसोद्ददेन व्यचस्थानाद्‌ चिम्रलब्धु अणीतत्ये च विदुपामद्य यावत्‌ 
स्याध्यायाध्ययन-तदुर्थाञुष्ठानवतसां तत्कदेदोपचिस्मरणाज्ञुपपत्तेस्ताहृदा- 
ag नास्तीति चेचदेतत्सवेमन्यत्रापि समानम्‌ । 


तथा fe । 


किमस्यावाछकामस्य सचैज्ञस्य दयानिधे; | 
अल्पसत्वेरलब्धार्थर्चिप्रलब्धेः प्रयोजनम्‌ ॥ 

विप्रलब्धु छतं Tet कथं या परमपयः | 

इतस्ततः प्रदासन्ति तुल्ययच्छतिमूद्धभिः ॥ 

तथा हि वेदैस्सह निर्विशेषं वायद्-रामायण-भारतादी | 
अमुष्य तन्त्रस्य रहस्यभावं वाँदन्ति सम्तस्तमिमं वदामः ॥ 
वेदेन पञ्चरा्ेण भक्तया यज्ञन च द्विज । 

प्राप्योऽहं नान्यथा प्राप्यो वर्षलक्षशतेरपि N 

पञ्चरात्रं सहस्राणां यदि कश्चिद्‌ ग्रहीप्यति । 

THAN च मद्भक्तो यादे कञ्चिद्गविष्यत्ति ॥ 

तस्य घेदाः aque नित्यं ate च{सिप्यति। 

यदिदं पञ्चरात्र मे शाख परमडुळमम्‌ ॥ 

तद्‌ भवान्‌ वेत्स्यते सव मत्सादाद्संशायम्‌ | 
पुराणीस्येच घेदेश्च पञ्चत्रैरुतथैच च ॥ 


T sedila द्रविडपाउः । ई बस्सतीति wet बसिष्यतीद्यार्षम्‌ 1 


६२ भागमप्रासाभ्यम्‌ 


ध्यायन्ति योगिनो नित्ये क्रतुभिश्च यजन्ति तम्‌ | 
पवमैकं साङ्कययोग वेदारण्यकमेच च | 
परस्पराङ्ठन्मेतानि पञ्चरात्रञ्च खत्तम N 

वेदेन पञ्चरात्रेण यः परयति स पद्यलि | 
इद्म्भहोपनिपदं च तुर्वेदसमन्वितम्‌ ॥ 
वच सामेवमादीनामानन्त्याडुपरम्यते । 
दृत्थंभूतस्य तन्त्रस्य fagi यदि ngë ॥ 

AIT स्यादनाश्वास इत्येतदुपदिदयते | 
दिपतिपेधात्‌ । इति, 

तषश्च । 

विरोधेऽपि विकल्पः स्याद्‌ भगवच्छास्त्रवेदयोः । 
विरोध एव नास्तीति प्रागेव प्रत्यपादयम्‌ ॥ 


११६. नन्वत्रमवता भार्ष्याकाराणां विरुद्धाद्याप्रामाण्यामिधानं, 
छथमिच १ यद्यपि विरोध; ऊृत्यासिन्तया परिहृतस्तदापि गम्भीरन्याय- 
सागरमवयाठुमपरिद्वढानां कोमळमनसां वेदानादरो माभूदित्येधस्परम्‌, 
यथेव दि भगवतो जैमिनेः कर्मफलोपन्यासः कर्मश्रदासंवद्नायेति। | 


११७, वेद्वाह्मणदीतत््वादधाम्ाण्यमवादि यत्‌ । 
पतद्वाह्मण्दीतत्वाद्‌ वेदानां या कुतो न तत्‌ ॥ 
भपि 'च । 
कि 2S घेदवाह्यत्वं का वा स्यात्तद्गहीतता | 
किमङ्ग वेदाइन्यत्वं घेदवाह्यत्वसुच्यते ॥ 
तश्चिपिद्धार्थकारित्वमादहो तददेपशीलता । 


† भाष्यकारपदेनेद्द द्रमिडाचार्यो, भिथित्सित; । श्रीमाप्यकाएः प्री रामावुज्य 
चायस्तु ध्ौध्यामुनमुनौनां शिप्यशिष्या इति श्रीभाप्यस्य श्री ६यामुनसुन्युतरवालपणीतत्येन 


` तदिद्‌ भाष्यं न विवक्षितुं दाक्यम्‌ | 
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तथा | 
एदीतत्वमधीतत्वं झातत्वं घा विचार्यताम्‌ | 
क्रियमाणार्थता चा स्याद्वेतुः VAT दुष्यति M 
तत्र तावद। , 


यदि वेदाद्विभिन्नत्वं वाह्यत्ये साप्यधीदता । 
वेदादन्ये खि भिवेणेरधीतं वैदिक घचः 
प्रमाणमित्यनेकान्त्यं हेतोस्तच प्रसञ्यते ॥ 
शातत्वेऽपि शृद्दीतत्वे FAIA सुच्यसे | 
पूर्वोक्तं वेदवाहत्वं क्रियमाणार्थता यदि ॥ 
गुहीतताऽपि वेदेः स्यात्तपैव व्यभिचारिता । 
ध्रतिपिद्धार्थकर्तत्वे वेदवाह्यत्वल क्षणे ॥ 
व्यभिचारस्त्रयीवाक्यैः प्रायञ्मित्तविधायकैः | 
पायश्चित्तविधायकानि वाक्यानि कूप्माण्डेमुद्दयात इत्यादीनि 
प्रतिपिद्वकारिमिरधीतणदीताज्ञुष्ीयमानार्थान्यिय प्रमाणानीति तारदावेद- 
वाहाणुदीतत्वमनेका न्तिकम्‌ । 
नापि वेदद्ेपिजनपरिशुहीतत्वाद्मामाण्यं पञ्चराअतन्त्राणां, हेतो- 
रसिद्धत्वात्‌, अपि च न वेदद्वेपिजनपरिग्रद्दः प्रामाण्य प्रतिहन्ति, यदि 
हि प्रतिहन्याक्षिरलस्तहिँ नास्तिकानां पन्था, ते हि घेदमामाण्य- 
घोत्साद्नाय प्रयस्यन्तः 


क्यञिहेदवाक्यानि ग्रहीत्वा विमरूम्भनात्‌ | 
अनायासेन मिथ्यार्थान्‌ tar कुयर्विगम्वराः ॥ 


११८. अथ तत्रातधिकारिणामध्येतृणामेय न चाभिव्याइरेद me 
स्थधानिनयादते इत्यादिचचनपर्यालोचनया दोषो न निर्दोपवेदचाक्या- 
नामिति चेत्त-तत्मरस्दुततन््रेष्वप्यनधिकारिभ्रोदजनानामेष दोपः, न 
निर्दोपतन्राणामिति सपे समानमन्यचाभिनिषेशात्‌। अथ मतं Ae 
बाद्यत्वै नाम वैद्िककर्मानधिकारित्व तदनधिकारिमिर्वेदवाहेग्रहीतत्वात्‌ 


१४ भागमपामाण्यम 


चैत्यवन्द्नवाक्यचत्‌ अग्रमाणमिति तत्रापि किमखिळवैदिककर्मा- 
नधिकारिजनपरिगृहीतत्वं हेतुः, उत कतिपयवैदिककर्मानधिकारिगृही 
तत्वमिति विविच्य व्याचष्टाम्‌। . 

न॑ ताचद्‌ग्रिमा कल्पः कल्पते हेत्वसिद्धितः | 

न हि सोऽस्ति मनुष्येषु यः she छापि कर्मणि 

नाधिकुर्यादहिंसादी सुमात्रस्याधिकारतः । 

अन्यथा हि घ्राह्मणहनन-तद्धतापहरण~वर्णाङ्गमासंगमवेदाध्यय- 

नादि कुर्वाणाश्चण्डालादयो न दुष्येयुः | तदनधिकारित्याद्‌, यस्य हि 
यक्ष कर्तव्यं तस्य हि तत्करणे प्रत्यवायाय, अतः सर्वेपामीरदावेदिक- 
कर्मणि अधिकारो विद्यत पवेत्यसिद्धो हेतुः, साधनविकलच्य दृष्टान्त: । 


नापि कतिपयचैदिककर्मानधिकारिमिर्मुहीतत्वादशामाण्यम्‌। समस्त- 
वेदयाफ्यानामप्रामाण्यप्रसङ्गात्‌ । अस्ति हि सर्वेपां कतिपयवैदिक- 
कर्मानधिकारः, ब्राह्मणस्येथ राजसूये, राजन्यस्येच सोमपाने, अतो 
व्यवस्थितवर्णा थिकारिणुहीतपेदवचतेरनेकान्तिको हेतुः, अप्रयोजकस्च | 


चेत्यबन्दनतः स्वर्गो भवतीतीदशी मतिः । 
न तत्परिग्रद्दान्मिथ्या किन्तु कारणदोषतः ॥ 


११९. sua घैदिकसमस्तास्तिकपवरभगु-भरद्राज-देपायनमभ्रति- 
महरपिजनपरिग्रहः, अद्यत्वेऽपि हि पञ्चरात्रत्मचिहितमागैण प्रासाद- 
करण-प्रतिमाप्रतिष्ठपन-प्रणाम-भ्रदक्षिणोत्सवादीनि प्रत्यक्षश्रुतिविद्दित।- 
मिहोध्रादिषत्‌ श्रेयस्करतरवुद्भयाऽनुतिष्ठतः दिष्टान्‌ पयामः, न चेत- 
दाचरणं नि्म्मूळमिति युक्तं सन्ध्यायः्दमाष्काचरणादेरपि नि्मूठत्व" 
प्रसङ्गात्‌, wh च शिष्टाचारस्य घामाण्यम्‌ अपि वा कार्णाप्रहणे 


प्रयुक्तानि अतीयेरभिति । 


१२०, अथ भागवतजनपरिगृहीतत्वादिति हेतुः, इन्त afe तत्परि- 
गृहीतत्वाद्‌ वाजसनेयकैकायनदालाचचसां प्रत्यक्षादीनां 'चाधामाण्य- 
प्रसङ्गः । 
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r 


अथ तेरेच परिणहीतत्वादिति देतुः तदसाघारणानैकान्तिकम्‌ , 
असिद्धञ्च । 


किमिति चा तत्परिग्रहादप्रामाण्यम्‌ अधेवर्णिकत्वादिति चेत 
कि भोः पैचणिफेतरसवर्णरथकारनिपादादिपरिगुहदीतानप्रीयमानार्थीना- 
माथर्वणवचसां रथकार आदधीत पतया निषपाधस्यपति याजयेत्‌ 
इत्यादिवचसां प्रामाण्यं मास्ति । 


अस्तुयाऽेचणिकपरित्रद्ोऽम्रामाण्यहेस), Wat तु भगवच्छार्रानु- 
गामिनां भागदतानामुत्छएप्राहमण्यं सवेप्रमाणसमवगत मिति तत्परिग्रहः 
प्रामाण्यमेच प्रढयति। आह केन पुनः प्रमाणेनेषां ब्राझण्यमवगतं, केन 
चाऽन्येपाम्‌ | 


१२१. नन चश्चर्विस्फारणसमनन्तरं शिखा-यश्ञोपचीत-पालादादण्ड- 
मोशीयुजो दिजकुमारकान्‌ पच्यन्तो ब्राह्मणा इत्यवयच्छन्ति इह चा किम- 
हरहरधीयमानवाजसनेयकेकायनशाणान्‌ विळसदुपवीतोत्तरीयशिखा- 
शालिनो5ध्यापयतो याजयतः प्रतिणृहतो विदुषः पइ्यन्तो ब्राह्मणा इति 
नावयन्ति | 


अथ याजन-प्रचचन-पालाशदण्डादीनां seas व्यभिचार- 
संभवाद्‌ भराह्मण्यसिद्धवत्कारणेन प्रद्गक्तेश्च न तेभ्यो ग्राह्मण्यनिर्णयः, 
तङ्भागवतेत्तरविप्राणामपि समानम्‌ । 


अय सर्पि त्तेषां कचिद्वपभिचारे तत्सामान्याद्स्यज व्यभिचार- 
पाझायां gA रजतधियो व्यभिचारात्‌ रजते रजतघियां व्यभिचार- 
शट्टावत प्रत्य क्षविरोधात्‌ अनचस्थानाश्च अन्पलभ्यमामव्यभिचारोदाहर- 
Wy तथात्वनिश्चयस्तदन्यत्रापि समानम्‌ | 


१२२, भथ मतम्‌ अन्येषां med तदसाधारणगोत्रस्मरणादिति, 
तद्‌ भागचतानामपिं समानम्‌ + स्मरन्ति हि भागचताः। वयं भारद्वाजाः 
चयं काऱयपाः च्य गौतमाः ययमोपगवा इति | 

9 


bi [IF 


६ आगम प्रामाण्यम्‌ 


*' न चेदं गोत्रस्परणं निमुळं साम*यिक चा सरवेगोस्परणानां तथा- 
भावप्रसङ्गात्‌ | ७ - 7. 
_ संभाव्यमानदोपत्वाद्‌ वंशानां यदि संदायः | 
aged ततो Ak सर्व व्याकुळयेदयम्‌॥ ` 
तथा हि! 
जननीज्ारसन्देहजातचण्डळसंशयः | 
निर्विशङ्कः कथं वेदमधीपे साघुसत्तम ? ॥ 
तेन भागवतानामविच्छिन्नपरम्परप्रापतविचित्रमोत्रस्मरणपर्यव- 
स्थापितं ब्राह्मण्यमनपोदितिमास्ते इति न भागवतानामन्येषाञ्च घ्राहमण्ये 
कञ्भ्िद्धिरिषः । 
१२३. यदि परं ते परमपुरुषमेचाश्रिता पक्ान्तिनः, अन्ये क्षुद्ददैव- 
तिकास्साधारणा इति। fe पुनरेतेषां ब्राह्मण्ये ्रमाणमभिदितम्‌? 
यदेचान्येपाम्‌। केन वा तेषां घ्राह्मण्यमवगतम्‌ ? किन्न पतेन, यदि च 
कोतूदेलम्‌ , 
श्रूयतास्ञुभयत्रापि आ’ह्मण्यस्यावधारकम्‌ | 
प्रत्यक्ष घा ऽनुमानं वा यद्वाऽर्थापत्तिरेच घा ॥ 


"u 


१२४. नलु कथं प्रत्यक्षं aganna, न हि प्रथमा्षखनिपात- 
समनन्तरमरष्टपूर्वविप्रक्षञसमान घयोवेषपिण्डद्वयसन्निधावजगजमहिषा- 
दिविरोषवदयं ब्राह्मणः अयं क्षत्रिय इति विभागेन प्रतिपद्यामहे । 

. न च तत्पिवादिब्राह्मण्यस्मरणसापेक्षमक्षमेघ सन्निहितवयक्तियति 
घ्राहमण्यमवगमयतीति साम्प्रते, तत्स्परणस्यैव पूर्वानुभवविरहेण यन्भ्या- 
सुतस्मरणवदञ्चपपत्तेः। 

न चाजुमानात्‌ ; तत्प्रतिवद्धलिङ्गादनात्‌ । | ॒ 
A आधुनिकम्‌ | 
६ ¦ fatty भगवानेव तेऽपि मामेव दौन्तेय यजन्त्यविधिपूर्वक्रिति विनिमिन्द i 
ta केवले ममेव व्राहण्यनिरुपणभार आवयोरुमयोरेव तत्य feria 
समत्वादिति भावः ] 


J 
a 


६८ आगमप्रामाण्सम्‌ 


भस्मप्रच्छादितो ahs: स्पप्रीनेन्रोपलभ्यते । 
भश्वत्वादी च दूरस्थे निश्चयो जायते ध्वनेः ॥ 
सस्थानेन घटत्वादि घाहाणत्वादि योनितः । 

` कचिदाचारतश्चापि सस्यम्राज्ञानुपालितात्‌ ॥ इति । 
यत्समानवयोब्रेपपिण्डद्दयाविरोकने। . 
तत्‌क्षणारक्षतो मेदो नावभातीति भाषितम्‌ ॥ 
नैतावता विमागस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वं भिवर्तते । 
साटश्यदोपात्तत्र स्याद विभागस्यानवग्रहः ॥ 
समानरूपसस्थानशुक्तिकाकलधीतयोः! `. 
विवेकः सहसा नाभादिति कालान्तरेऽपि किम्‌ ॥ 
प्रत्यक्षो न भवेदेवं विप्रक्षचबिशा मिदा । 


यद्वा संततिविदोपप्रभवत्वमेच ब्राह्मण्यं, तद्चान्वयव्यतिरेकाभ्यां 
यथालोकं कार्यान्तरवदवगन्तब्यमेव । के पुनः सम्ततिविदोषाः ? येषु 
प्राणशब्द प्रयुञ्चते Tart Fy वा प्रयुञ्जते ! 
उक्तं गोत्राययादिस्गतिमत्स्वित्यनेकशः | 
आास्तामप्रस्त॒ता चिन्ता प्राची मस्तूयसे कथा ॥ 
सिद्ध गोत्रादियुक्तत्वाद्‌ घिप्रा भागवता इति i 


१२६. वेदयवात्यान्दये जन्म यदेयासुपवर्णितम्‌ N 
पञ्चमस्सात्वतो नाम विष्णोरायतनानि खः । 
धूजयेदाश्ञया राज्ञः स तु भागवतः स्सतः ॥ 
aeng जायते मात्यादिति वाक्यद्वयेक्षणात्‌ | 
अन्न बूमः किमेताभ्यां वचना्यां प्रसीयते ॥ 
अभिघानान्ययो चा स्यास्तियमो वाऽभिघीयताम्‌ । 
न तावत सात्त्वत-भागवत-शब्दी यैदयवाव्याभिधायकापेवेति 
नियन्तुं शाक्यौ अप्रतीतेः। अतिप्रसङ्गाश्च। न दि पञ्चमः सात्वत इत्यत्र 


क्षागमप्रामाम्यमू ६९, 


सात्यत-मागवत-दाष्दयोग्थान्वतरामिघानपतिपेघः प्रतीयते थ्रुतद्दान्य- 
शुतकल्पनापसक्लाते pe हि वात्ययैद्यान्ययजन्मा यः पञ्चः area 
इति तस्य सात्यतर्संशान्ययोऽयगम्यते पञ्चमश्षष्द्स्प प्रचमनिदिए- 


त्येनोदेशाकन्वात्‌ । 


न च पञ्चमस्य सात्यतत्वे सात्यतेनापि ames 
wet, न हि उदिदयमानस्यामिमत्वे उपादीयमानस्याभेर्भूमयरवेन 


मवितव्ये भतो नेदशस्सृतिपर्यालोचनया सात्यत-भागयत-दाब्दितानां 
प्रात्यत्वनिश्चयः । 


१२७. यदि पुनरनयोर्ात्यन्तरेऽपि प्रयोगो ea इति पतावता 
तच्छव्दामिघेयतया भगवच्छाखादुगामिनामपि विप्राणां तज्ञातीयत्व- 
निश्चयः, cata सद्दपटिताचार्यदाम्दस्यापि निरुएयात्यापत्ये प्रयोग, 
दर्शनात्‌ साङ्वसरद्दस्यघेददातुदिजपरस्यापि AUT स्यात्‌! 


अथ तस्य वात्यवाचकाचार्य-्ाच्दामिघेयत्वेऽति प्रमाणान्तरेणा- 
विप्तुतबाह्मण्यनिय्धयात्‌ आचाय-दाष्दस्य आचिनोत्यस्य घुद्धिम्‌ इत्यादिः 
गुणयोगेनापि वृत्तिसंमवात्न यात्यत्वदादा, तदत्रापि जात्यन्तरवाचक- 
सात्वत-भागयत-दाम्दासिघेयरवेऽपि भगपयच्छास्रा्ञगामिनामभीषामति- 
स्पएविदिएगोगारपयादिस्सरणदृढावगतत्वाद्‌ व्राह्मण्यस्थ सात्यत- 
भागचत-द्राम्दयोश्च सत्त्वति भगवति भकियोगेनेच धक्तिसम्भवाञ्न 
घात्यत्वदाझ्माबतारः, एतदुक्तं भवति । 


न येकदाप्दचाच्यत्वादेकजातीयता भवेत्‌ | 

मा भूदाचारयंदाब्द्यत्वाद्‌ घ्राह्मणस्य निरुएता ॥ 
तथा च हरि-दान्दस्य eur मप्डूकबायिता । 

शति तच्छन्दवाच्यस्यात्‌ सिंहो aves पव किम्‌ ॥ 
तचा गो-दाव्दवाच्यत्वाच्छव्दस्यापि विषाणवान्‌ | 


१ उद्भयसमर्थकत्वादित्यर्थः । 


uo आगमभ्रामाण्यस्‌ 


1 सतश्च) का 
| ` u सुधन्वाचार्य इत्याद्या यथाऽर्थान्तरवाचकाः। - , 
एः; 7 श्रात्यान्यये प्रयुज्यन्ते तथैचेतो भविष्यतः ॥ `+. 


१२८, युक्त योगरूढिशक्तिद्वपोपनिपाते सात्यत-भागवत-शब्दयो 
रूढिशाक्तिरेवाश्चयितुमुचितेति | 

तद्युक्तं कुत्ताययवशत्तयैवामिधानोपपत्तो सत्यामऊपताखण्डशक्ति 
कल्पनाऽनुपपत्तेः। 3 

योऽपि हि सास्वत-भागचत-शाम्द्योर्वैदयबात्यान्वयजन्मनि रूढि- 
शक्तिमभ्युपगच्छाते, अभ्युपगच्छत्येच असावन्यत्न सत्त्ववद्धगव- 
च्छन्द्योः प्रकतिभूतयोस्तदुत्पन्नस्य च तदितप्रत्ययस्यार्थान्वराभिधान 
सामर्थ्य, aad विधिमास्थाय, जन्मान्वरछतः पुण्येरनरो भागवतो 
भवेदित्यादो, तदिहापि तद्योगेनेच घात्यान्वयजन्मनि वृत्तिसम्भवेग 
शात्तयन्तरकस्प्नायां प्रमाणे क्रमते, संभवति चेतेपामपि साक्षाद्वगवदा- 
राधनाभावेऽपि वासुदेवस्यायतनशोधन -चलिनिर्हरण~प्रतिमासंरक्षणा- 
दिक्रियायोगेनैव सात्वत-भागवत~दाब्दाभिषेयत्वं, तस्येदम्‌ इति 
संवन्धमान्ने «पि चाणप्रत्ययस्सरणात्‌ , उक्तश्च पैशयघात्यान्वयजन्मनोऽपि 
भगवदायतमादिशोधनादि क्रियायोगः, '' सात्वतानाच देवायवनशोघनं 
Strand प्रतिमासंरक्षणम्‌ ” इति, तथा विष्णोययतनानि 
संपूजयेदिति | 

१२२, पतेन इदमप्यपास्तै यदेपार्मापे वृत्तिसाम्याद घात्यरघमिति । 
अन्यदेव हि देवायतनशोधनवलिनिहरणप्रतिमासंरक्षणादिकम्‌ , अन्ये 
चामिगमनोपादानेज्या-स्वाप्याययोगा भागवतेरदरहरु्ीयमानाः फरिया 
कापा इति ? ज्योतिएोमादाविव qia ज्योतिष्टोमे प्रहवचमसजुहादि" 
पात्रकरणतक्षणादिचु तक्ष्णो व्यापार, क्रत्विजस्तु विशिष्टमन्त्रोद्यारण- 
देचताभिष्यानाऽभिएवप्रछूतिषु न च ताचता तेषां तद््याञ्चैकजातित्व- 
सहायः, caf भगवच्छासलिदपा्चकालिषाजुष्ठातृणामन्येषा- 
मायतनदणेधनादि Haat प्रासादपालवापरनाक्रामम्त्यानां घेति । 
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१३०, यत्पुनरुक्तै सात्यत-मागवत-दाम्द्योयांगिकत्ये रथकार आद- 
धीत इत्यत्रापि रथकार-दाप्द्स्य रथकरणयोगेन च्रैवर्णिकवत्तिप्रसङ्घ हति 
तदलुपपद्नम्‌। सुर्क हि तघाधानोत्पत्तिवाफ्यावगतवसन्तादिकाठयाघ- 
प्रसङ्घात्‌ , सोधन्यना समवः सरचक्षस इति मन्प्रचर्णाचगतञात्यन्तर- 
तृत्तिवाधप्रसङ्घाध । माहिष्येण करिण्यां तु रथकारः प्रजायते । इति 
स्मृत्ययगतजात्यन्तरत्वेऽपि क्षत्रिययेदयानुलोमोत्पत्नो रथकारस्तस्पे- 
ज्याघानोपनयनकियाश्वाप्रतिषिद्धा इति दाह्घचनादू यिद्यासाष्येऽपि 
कर्मणि अधिकाराविरोधात्‌ , पेचणिकानाश्च श्िल्पोपजीवित्यस्य प्रतिपिद्ध- 
त्वेन तेपु रथकारदाम्दस्याचुचितत्वा जात्यन्तरवाचित्वाध्यवसानं, न 
ag तया विरोचोऽस्ति | 

अपि च | 

हृाघययदाक्तयैय छष्धे स्वार्थाववोधने | 

नष्टावयांचमानत्चं प्रत्याचए च सभरुत ॥ 
प्रोदणीप्वर्थसंयोगात इति | 

ततश्च सत्त्वान्‌ भगवान, भज्यते यैः परः पुमान | 

ते सात्वता भागवता इत्यच्यन्ते द्विनोत्तमाः ॥ 
स्मृत्यन्तराणि च भागवतानामुत्कृ्टबाह्मण्यप्रतिपादकानीति पर- 

स्तात्‌ प्रदृदोयिप्यन्ते ¦ 


१३१. यत्‌ पुनरुक्तं समाने ब्राह्मण्ये किमिति सात्वत-भागवतै- 
कान्तिक-दराब्दैरेयेतेषां नियमेन व्यपदेश इति तत्परियाजकनिगदादि- 
धदित्यदोषः । 

ययैच हि समाने घाहण्ये Tay च केचिदेच आह्ाणाः कानिचिदेव 
यजूषि परियाजकनिगददान्दाभ्यामभिधीयन्ते, तिष्ठन्तु ब्राह्मणाः, परि- 
याजवर आनीयन्तां, याणि बर्चेल्ले न निगद, निगदा Re न aah 
इति च तथेदापि भविष्यति, “ निगदाश्चतु्थे aera” “ यजूंपि.घा 
तद्रूपत्वात्‌ ” इति ह्यायामिधानात्‌ । | 


T निरवयव नामराम्दत्च Esch 
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१३२, Teed पेवतापूजानै वेद्यप्रादानादिभिः । 
'' । ` Stated यदप्युक्तं तत्र अ्तिविधीयतै ॥ 


_न हि भागवतेस्सर्वेरवृत्तये$भ्यर्चितो हरिः 
दृष्टा हि बहवस्स्वार्थ पूजयन्तोऽपि सात्वताः ॥ ' 
केचिद्यदि परं सन्तः साच्वता वृत्तिर्कादीताः | 
याजयन्ति महाभापवैष्णयैचत्तिकारणात्‌ ॥ 
न ताचतेपां घ्राह्मण्यं शक्यं नास्तीति भाषितुम्‌ | 
न खल्वाध्वर्यवं कुर्वज्‌ ज्योतिष्टोमे पतिप्यति ॥ 
यदि न प्रतिगह्णीयुः पूजेव विफळा भवेत्‌ । 
पूजासाहुण्यसिङ्धयर्षमतस्तै sree ॥ 
अर्चनान्ते हिरण्यञ्च तस देयं स्वशक्तितः | 
अन्यथा पूजकस्यैव तन्न पूजाफरूं भवेत्‌ ॥ 
हन्त्यरपद किणो यज्ञ इत्यादिस्थातिदर्दानातव । 
aham द्रन्यलुन्धेन स्वयं याञ्चपाषुरस्सरम्‌ ॥ 
यदात्विज्यं कृतं कर्म तदेव हि निपिभ्यते | 
तद्यथा यदाइासमानमात्विज्यं कारयन्ति उत वा मे दद्यात्‌ उत वा 
मा avila इति तद तत्परागेच यथा जग्धं न हेवतदज्यमान gafa I 
gia थद्धापूवदक्षिणादान तूअयोरपि धेयस्करमेव | 
` यो5चिदे प्रविएङ्कवि दद्यादर्चितमेच च ॥ 
Tan गच्छतः सर्गमित्या दिस्मतिदर्शानात । 


| _ t 

» १४३. यदपि वृत्त्यर्थं देवपूजनाद देवकोशोपजीवित्वाद्य देचलकत्व 
प्रापिरिति. सदपि देवतान्तरदृत्त्र्थाराधन-तत्कोरोषजीवनविययमिति 
Rew | | | 1. २ अ 
तथा च भगवान्‌ व्यासतः । १, । 
भवेद्वेवलको यो पै सुद्रकाल्युपजीयक! । इति, 
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अपि भवति श्वाण्डिय्यवचनम्‌ | 
rere याजिनस्सर्वे दीक्षाहीनाख् फेवलम्‌ | 
कर्भदेवळका पते स्मता छात्र पुरा सुने ॥ 
तांख संवत्सरादृभ्व न cya च संविरोत्‌ | 
तथा । 
कस्पदेयलकाः केचित्‌ क्मदेचलका अपि । 
अथ चिवर्षादृष्वेमयोग्या देवकर्मणि ॥ ` 
ये कल्पोक्तं प्रकुवैन्ति दीक्षाहीना दिजातयः 
ITE या यशोष्थ वा कदपदेचलकास्तु ते ॥ 
युत्ति कृत्वा तु Ram दीक्षितेन विधानतः 1 
अन्येन पूजयेद्देवमशक्तः स्वयमचेने ॥ 
यजनं झुख्यमेवेतद्‌ गीणमेचान्यथा भवेत्‌ । 
अन्यथा इति -अदीश्तितेनेस्यर्थः, तदेव र्पएयति 
अदीक्षितेन विप्रण येनकेन विधानत! | 
TAT यत्छत कम तज्जघन्यञ्चुदाटतम्‌ ॥ 
हत्यादिस्सतिदातपर्याळोचनात्‌ पश्ञरात्रसिदवीक्षार्सस्कारवि- 
रहितानां arena देवकोदोपजीधनवृच्यर्थेपूजनादिकसुपवाहाणत्व- 
देवलकत्वावहमिति निश्रीयते | 
१३४. यत्पुनः दिष्टविग्दित निर्माल्यनिवेद्योपयोगाद' भागचताना- 
मरिष्टस्तमिति । 
wa नूमः किमिदं निर्माल्यं Reri चाभिप्रेतं श्रोत्रियस्य | 
पुष्पौदनादिमात्रं चेत्‌ सर्वैलोकाविरुद्धता 
पुप्पौदनपरित्यामं न हि छोकोऽच्मन्यते ॥ 
विशिष्टश्रतिपेधोऽपि न युक्तस्तद सिद्धितः । 
न झानिरूपितविरोषणा विशिष्टचुद्धिराविरस्ति, न चेह विशेषण 
निरूपयितुं शक्यते । 
किमिति न दाक्यते, यावता देवोद्देशोन परित्यागो विद्ेषणम्‌। 
किमिदानी पञ्चयात्रशाक्रमपि अमाणमङ्गीकृतं भवता येन पञ्चराज्चतन्- 
थिद्ितमन्मप्रतिष्ठापितमतिमासु देवतामभ्युपेत्य agit त्यागो 
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विरोषणमभिछष्यते, कथं हि तत्मामाण्यानभ्युपगमे तत््रतिपाद्यमानाया 
o देचतात्वं, कथन्तराञ्च तदुददेशेन त्यक्तस्य निर्माव्यनिषेद्यभावः, न हि 
काचिजात्या देवता नामास्ति, यैव हि हविःप्रतियोगितया प्रमाणभूता- 
च्छव्दादवगम्यते सा तत्र देवता इति हि वः सिद्धान्तः | 

अथ पञ्चरानिके्देचतोद्देरोन परित्यक्तत्वाभ्दुपगमाच्तिर्माल्यनिषे- 
war, हन्त तर्हि, तैरेव परमपाधनतयाऽपि निर्माल्य निवेद्योपयोग- 
स्याङ्गीकृतत्वात्‌ तद्वदेव पावनत्यमङ्गीक्तियताम्‌ ! 

अथापाचनमेव तेः Taare परिगृहीतमिति न तत्प्राशस्त्य- 
मङ्गीकरियते, हम्त तह्यदेवतैव देयतावुद्भ्यारोपेण तेः परिग्रहीतेति न 
तदुद्देशेन त्यक्तस्य निर्माल्य मिवेद्यमावोऽङ्गीकियत्ताम्‌। 


gag भवति पुष्पोदनादिस्वरूपमाचत्यायस्यानिष्टत्यात्‌ स्वदर्दा- 
माचुसारेण च विशेषणासंभवात्‌ परदर्शनालुसारेण विद्योषणनिरूपणे 
TAT परमपावनत्वापावात्‌ तत्र प्रमाण्यमभ्युपगच्छद्धिरन्यैश्च निर्माल्य- 
नित्रेद्योपयोगोऽवइयाङ्गीकरणीयं इति । । 


१३५. आह कथे पुनस्तन्त्र्रामाण्यमङ्गीकुवेता निर्माल्यं निवेद्यऽच 


न परिहरणीयम्‌ 
निपिध्यते हि तन्त्रेषु निर्माव्यप्रादानादिकम्‌ | 
यथा खनत्कुमारीयसंहितायासुदीरितम्‌ ॥ 
निवेदितं तु यद्धव्यं पुष्पं फलमथापि चा | 
तन्चिर्मादपमिति भो तत्प्रयल्लेन घर्जयेत्‌ ॥ 

तथा प्रदेशान्तरे । 

निर्माक्यं भक्षयित्यैवस्युच््छिएमशुरोरपि | 
मार्स पयोत्रतो भूत्वा जपन्चष्टाक्षर सदा ।! 
EPH ततः पीत्वा पूतो मयति मानवः | इति, 


यथेन्दरापे । 
च चोपजीवेदेवेश न निर्माल्यानि भक्षयेत्‌ । 
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सथा | 

न चोपयो[गयोग्यानि निर्माच्यानि कदाचन । 
रति, तथा खेरितान्तरे । 

निर्माल्यानि न चाक्षीयात्न Bers च लङ्घयेत्‌ । 


qa, तदेधमनेकसं हितासभधिगतनिपेचस्य निर्मास्योपभीगस्य 

कथमिव पावनत्याङ्गीकारः, | 

अघाह देवभुदिदय SH च घरुलुनः । 

नाडिकादद्वाकादर्थागुपयोगो न निन्द्यते ॥ 

तथेन्द्रराघ पय । 

द्शानाड्यधिक पूरै स्थापयेक्तु विचक्षणः | 

काळयोगस्ससु दिष्टो रात्रावहनि चैव हि ॥ 

कॉलयोगातिरिक्त तु निर्माव्यं परिचक्षते | 

ततस्तदप्सु Sarit क्षिपेद्भूमो स्नेत्त चा ॥ इति ॥ 

उच्यते ara निर्माव्यघादामादि प्रदास्यते | 

किन्तु पूरणपूजायां विनियुक्तस्य धस्तुनः It 

नाडिकादशाके पूण पश्चाच्यागो विधीयते | 

सामान्येन Rakham पुष्पोदनादेः ganden निर्माल्यत्बेना- 

पनये प्राते नाडिकादळकपूरण पूजाइतया स्थापन विधीयते qam- 
ड्यधिक पूरं स्थापयेदिति | 

तत्तश्च तन््रसिद्धान्तपर्यालोचनयापि वः | 

हरिद्राचूर्ण-नेषेद्य-पादास्यस्पशनादिकम्‌ ॥ 
| न सिध्येत तन्सिद्धान्तः क जु यूयं छ चाल्पकाः । 

अहो विद्याडवोलात्िजिद्वात्रस्वविचेतसः ॥ 

सितासितं वचो भाति सकलङ्केन्दु विष्वचत््‌ | 

ये हि युच्मद्विधा मूर्खास्तेपामेव निपेधगीः ॥ 

सेच्यमानं हि तस्स पेष्णयेरधिकारिभिः । 

अधोघ्य॑सनायालळं सोमपानमिवाध्वरे ॥ 

अन्येषां हि तबस्पृदय पुरोडाशाः शुनामिच । 


T न चोपभोगयोस्थानीति पा 
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तद्यथैश्वरसंदितायाम्‌ | 
Sent भगवद्भक्तो लोकेऽस्मिन्‌ पुरषः सुत | 
तापि दुळेभतरो भाषो घे यस्य तत्त्वतः । 
पादोदकं प्रति शुमस्सिद्धान्ने* च निवेदिते । 
' स्गाद्फि चोपसुक्ते हुपभोगार्थमेव च ॥ 
अतश्च भाषहीचानामभक्तानां च पण्मुख । 
निषिद्धं भगवन्मचदृकूपूवमखिलं द्वि यत्‌ ॥ इति 
तथा प्रदेशान्तरे | 
कुङ्कमं चन्द्नञ्चैतत्‌ कर्पूर म्ुलेपनम्‌ । 
विष्णुदेहपराम्रृष्टै तद्वै पावनपाचमम्‌ ॥ 
इति, तथा Tiga । 
विष्णुदेहपराज्टष्ट qai शिरला ata | 
सोऽश्वमेधफलं माप्य विष्णुलोके महीयते ॥ 
सथेश्वरस्ंहितायाम्‌ - 
उपमुक्तस्व ata रन्घपुप्पादिकस्य च । 
ल्ञानादावुपयुक्तस्य दधिक्षीणदिकस्य च । 
दूषणं त ्रयोक्तव्यं शब्दैरमा[ तिपत्तिज्ञैः । 
निर्माल्यबुद्ध्या देघीयं पायनं दूषयन्ति ये ॥ 
ते यान्ति नरकं मूढास्तत्प्रभाचापलापिनः ॥ इति ॥ 
यानि पुनर्दीक्षितमेचाधिङत्प समयाचुशासनसमये निर्माल्योप- 
योग्रतिपेधपराणि वचनानि सानि पा[रिचदेशोपयोगोसतरकालामिम्रायेण 
द्एन्यानि | 
यत्रो भगववर्थन eh खकचन्दनरदिकम्‌ | 
पख्चादआग्यताँ याति विष्यकूसेननिवेदनात्‌ tt 
* श्रीमद्भागवते यथाऽऽ भगवन्त श्रीृणासुद्धवः=तबोच्छिएभुजञो दासास्तव मायां 
जयेमदि इति । 


+ निन्दाऽसूयाद्ाचिष्कारकारपे रित्यर्थः । 
t भगवत्पारिषदानामीशो विध्वमसेनस्तदुपयोगानम्ताकारे निपेघपणगि द्रष्टप्यानि । 


आगमप्रामाष्पमू 
अत एव निवेद्यादि ततोऽर्घागेच सात्वतः I 
सेव्यते तेन तत्तेपामुत्कर्पस्येय कारणम्‌ ॥ 
१३६. अपि च । 
देवतान्तरनिर्माच्यं fatne विगर्हितम्‌ । 
cig घदिकत्मेन सोमपानयदिष्यते ॥ 
ये नाम भगचच्छाखप्रामाण्यं नाडुजानते । 
न निरूपयितुं शक्यं तनिर्माल्यमितीरितम्‌ ॥ 
` निरूपणेऽपि भगवचिर्माल्यमतिपायनम्‌ | 
समस्तंवेदिकाचार्यवचलेरवसीयते ॥ 
शाघ्द्रमाणके Hy यथाशब्दं व्यवस्थितिः | 
न चात weal नास्तीति वक्तव्यं वधिरेतरेः ॥ 
यथा ग्रह्मपुराणे च प्यते | 
विप्णोर्नेवैद्य्क ga मुनिभिर्भाज्यमुच्यते | 
अन्यन्षिपेद्यनिमाल्यं भुक्तवा चान्द्रायणञ्चरेत्‌ ॥ 
विष्णुदेहपराम्ष्टं माल्यं पापहरं शुभम्‌ । 


थो नरदिदारखा धत्ते स याति परमां गतिम्‌ ॥ 
पतेन 


| 
निर्माल्यञ्च निवेद्यञ्च भुक्तवा चान्द्रायणञ्चरेत्‌ । इति 
स्मरणमपि सुद्रकाल्यादिचिषयमिस्यावेदितव्यम्‌, तथा मद्दाभारते | 
हृदि ध्यायन्‌ हरिं तस्मे निवेद्यान्नं समाहित: । 
मध्यमाऽमामिवा हुैृदीत्याच्नं मितं पुनः ॥ 
प्राणाय सेत्यपानाय व्यानाय च ततः परम्‌ | 
उदानाय समानाय स्वाहेति जुड्यात्‌ फ्रमात्‌ tl 
इति, तथा प्रदेशान्तरे । 
FART यदेवे दद्याद्‌ घह्ाचारिणे । इति । 
तथा मदाभारते | 
पञ्चराष्रचिदो झुख्यास्तस्य रोहे महात्मनः | 
प्रापणं अरगवद्धक्त भुजते चाम्रभोजमम्‌ ॥ 
इति, तथा च अगर्वान्‌ शौनक: मेवेद्यं स्वयमक्षीयात्‌ इति । 


Ae 


७८ कागमप्रामाण्यभ 


इत्यादिस्सतिशतसिद्धशुद्धि विष्णो- 
नैवेद्यं भवभय मेदि यो विनिन्देत्‌ | 
नास्तिक्यात्‌ स्ट्रतिचचनण्युपेक्षसाण- 
स्तञ्िह्वाविशासनमेव युक्तमत्र | 

१३७. नजु पराणाशिहोत्रस्य Fae साधने कथम्‌ । 

निरिएकं न शिष्टानामिष्टं होमादिसाधनम्‌॥ 

न च द्र्व्यान्तराक्षेपो होमवेस्यचकल्पते | 

रागतः matai यतस्तेनोपजीव्यते ॥ 

नापि सुक्तयन्तराक्षेपो नेवेद्यायोपपाद्यते | 

सायं घ्रातद्विजातीनःमरानं श्रुतिचोदितम्‌ ॥ 

नान्तरा भोजने way feta तत्प्रतिपेधनात्‌ | 

नेप दोषो यतः पराणप्रशतिरदेवतागणः ॥ | 

गुणभूतः श्रुतो चिष्णोर्विष्णुपारिधदेशाचत्‌ | 
यधैच हि भगवन्तिवेदितमपि युष्पोदनादि विध्वक्सेनाय दीयमानं 

नानी चित्यमाचहति । 

यथा घा होतुरुच्छि्ट पय सोमरसो$ध्यरे । 

अध्वय्वदिरषिश्युद्धघे engana भविष्यति ॥ 
आपि च । | 

भोज्याभोज्यऱ्यनस्थायाः शास्घमेव निवन्धनम्‌ | 

waghatag aa किं चयं विद्घीमहि ॥ 

थथाऽज्ञष्ठानसचत्वं चित्यकास्यामिहोच्योः । 

पर्य प्राणाशिदोत्रे पि नेवेयादानतःप्रता ॥ 

१३८. यदप्युक्त गर्भाधानादिदाहान्तसंस्कारान्तरसेचनादू भागवता- 
मामग्राहझण्यमिति तप्राप्यज्ञानमेचापणच्यति, न पुनपयुप्मतो दोषः, यदैते 
धैदावरम्परया याजखनेयशाखामधीयानाः कात्यायनादिसहोछमागेण 
गर्भाधानादिर्सरुकारान फुःयेते । 

ये पुनः साविज्यचुवचनप्रभरतित्रयीधर्मत्यागेन पकायनश्चतिविषि- 
तामेव aiina संस्कारान कुर्वते तेऽपि ernaar यपाप- 


फागमप्रामान्ममू v$ 


qaa ga न शाखान्तरीयकर्मानञुष्ठानाद्‌ meaa प्रच्यवन्ते, 
अन्येषामपि परशाखावि हितकर्माननुषाननिमिचाद्राह्मण्यप्रसङ्गात्‌ सघैत्र 
हि जाति-चरण-गोधाधिकारादिव्यवस्थिता पव समाचारा उपलभ्य ते । 
यद्यपि सर्वशाखापरत्ययमेकं कर्म तथाऽपि न परस्परविळक्षणाधिकारि- 
संबद्धा धर्माः फचित्समुश्वीपन्ते, घिलक्षणाश्च घषीविहितस्वर्गपुत्रादि- 
विषयोपमोगसाधनन्द्राम्चेयादिकर्माधिकारिभ्यो द्विजे भ्यर्त्रय्यन्तैकायम- 
श्रुतिविहितविज्ञानाभिगमनोपादावे उ्याप्रसृतिभगवत्म्राप्त्येकोपायककर्माधि- 
कारिणो saad Met इति नोमयेषामत्यन्योन्यद्ालाविहितकर्मा- 
नन्गघानमत्राह्मण्यमापादयति, यथा चैकायनशाखाया अपीरुपेयत्वं तथा 
काइमीयाँगमघामाण्ये प्रपञ्चितमिति Ae प्रस्तृयते। salamat त 


* यद्यपि अनूपसृष्टात्तिएतेनोत्मनेपई mds eaa इत्येव स्यात्तथापि 
अगुष्रानश्ञीला अनुष्टानपरायणा इल्र्थस्य भतिपिपादयिसितत्वेन चाच्छीत्यवयोवचनश्क्तियु 
चानरा, इति पाणिनीयेन चानराप्रद्यो न तु Mey इयबधारयन्तु निपुणाः । 


१ काऱमीरागमपदेन कि विवक्षितमिति न विशिष्य जानीमः काझ्मीरागमप्राभाण्य- 
निूपणपरे ग्रन्योऽपि चास्मरष्टेरगोचर इति न किशिदोस्मदे वक्तुम्‌ । यन्नेन तु तत्सर्य- 
मामाद्य समये प्रशादायिष्यते । 


1 एतेनेते श्रीसंप्रदाये सर्यवेदरहृस्यार्थानुयायिनि केनाप्यज्ञातसुक्ृतेन समत्पद्यापि 
Ragmi वा, fra व्यामोद्यार्थलिष्सया वा, शात्रतत्त्वाथीनमिज्ञानेन था, 
दुरमिमानगरिम्णा वा, लोकघन्धनाथै वा, पूर्वाचायेवचसस्वश्रद्धया वा, तदीयचरमतात्पर्ये- 
ज्ञानाराकतया वा, कलिकल्मपकलपतया चा, स्वीयदुररृीतया वा, वादिनिगूडातिप्रौद- 
भावाथौनभिन्नतया वा लोके स्तप्रौटिमख्यापनाय वादिनीयुधैव संनिनत्सया घा, अथवा 
wea: qaia आँतत्सदिति निर्देशो mafya: wa इतिं भगवदक्तरील्या 
तहासाघारण--तदादिवदघरिते परब्रह्मासाधारणश्रीरामायणारम्भणछहे mest सामै- 
वादविप्रतिपन्नपरदेवताप्रसादके दैवतान्तरार्थकत्वं वलादध्यारोष्य साघार्‌णमन्त्रताप्रसाधनैन 
तस्य शुद्रदेवाराघनपरत्वं वा द्विमानामनावऱ्यकत्वंज्यापनं चा घछटदमन्त्रसाम्यसंभावने वा 
Pid: परास्ताः । भक्तानां भागवतानां तदद्यागबोधनेन समतां च Meats 
पूवाचायोणां गायचीमन्थे द्विजत्वपसाघकताया: स्पटभनुमतत्वेन alae विवदगानाना- 
माचायार्थवेमुख्यस्य बालेनापि स॒ज्ञानत्वात्‌ । यदपि चिन, cay गायत्र्या रविदेवताकत्वं 
सवितृदेवताकत्वं. बा श्रयते इति न तस्या भगवन्मन्त्रवमिति समुत्यान ay “ch: 


८० आरमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


भागवतानां सावित्र्यजुवचनादिचयीधर्मसंवन्धस्य स्फुटवरमुएलब्येन 
ततत्वागनिमित्तवात््यत्वादिसंदेहं सहते ॥ 


_ १३९. तत्तत्कद्पितयुक्तिमिद्राकलशः कृत्वा तदीयं मतम्‌ 

यच्छिप्यैरुदमदि सात्वतमतर्पर्दाचतामुद्धतिः ॥ 
यञ्चेतत्स्ततते मुकुन्दचरणद्वन्दास्पदं Tad 
जीयान्राथमुनिस्स्वयोगमहिमप्रत्यक्षतस्वत्रयः ॥ 
आकल्पं विळूसन्तु सात्वतमतप्रस्पर्दिदुष्पद्वति- 
व्यामुग्धोद्तदुर्विदग्धपरिपद्वेदरध्यविध्यंसिनः । 
श्रीमन्नाथमुनीन्द्रवद्धितधियो निर्धूतविश्वाशिचाः 
सन्तस्सम्ततगदयपद्यपद्चीहृद्यानवथोक्तयः ॥ 


इति श्रीदियासुनस्ुनिविरचितमायमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 1 


सुल्लेचनः सूयः सविता रविलोचन: ” इति शखेकस्थभयवन्नामानभित्ञाननिवन्घममेव । यत्र 
प्र्मासाधारणलिङ्रद्रानेन भौतिकाकाादिवाचकाकासादिपदानामाकाससलिङ्गादिति परजद्यो" 
पस्थाकत्वमास्थिपताचायाः Re तत्र भगवन्नामगणान्तःपातिनो र्‌विसवितृपदयोभेगव- 
द्राचकत्वविप्रतिपत्तिसमुत्यानसङ्काऽपि fagar । न च यानि नामानि भौणानि विख्यातानि 
महात्मन; । इत्यदिना सहखनामाचाय एव गौणनासतामवोचदिति न तयोर्भयबदूउत्व 
किन्तु रवि-सवितृपदयोः कोशादिना दिवाकर एव छडिरिति कथ भगवदसाघारण्यसंभावना- 
पीति वाच्यस्‌ । न हात्र गौणानीत्युवत्या गुणतया मगवदभिनिर्देश्ञकत्वमभिधिस्तितं किन्तु 
mre भगवदमिधायकत्मेन डित्यकपित्यादिहब्दानामिव भगवन्नामसशान्यःपाति- 
aeai न यटच्छाशब्दत्वं, विन्तु लोकवेदयोरतेवां शब्दानां तदर्थं हाकित्रमविधुरेलक्षणामह- 
रदिते ऋषिभिश परस्मिन्‌ ब्रह्मणि वासुदेवेऽनिहितत्वापद्वाचका एव से शब्दा इत्ययमर्थः । 
अत एव तु प्रयोगभूसस्त्वाभिधित्सया “ विख्यातानी ” qeq 1 परिगौतानौलत्र 
परिपदमपि acura छटत्यमुपोदख्यति । किंच सर्वषौप्रेरयितृत्वलक्षणान्तयामिङ्ग्य- 
चिङ्गोपलम्भसामर्थ्यनापि तस्या प्रह्मासाधारण्यसिद्धिः । किच प्रिय एष हि सर्वया वरणीयो 
भवति नाप्रियं इति वरणीयत्वलिद्गलिङ्गितत्वेनापि निरतिश्ञयप्रियतमत्वेन ब्रह्मासाधारण्य- 
सिद्धिरिति sepa) ततश्चपीर्णा लक्षणाम्रदाजन्यभूयःभयोगयोगेन नाम्नां ख्ठत्वसिद्धपा 
सविधाद्दिवताकत्वै परवद्यासाधारणदेवताकत्वसाधफमिति सुपुष्कस्मवशिएँ चास्मन्छियेः 
मुनिषटपितमन्धत्रेति श्तमनभि्निम्रहसेनदनेन धेदिकमागनिष्वण्टकीकरणप्रशावौ PCy ॥ 
“ २ २ eile wa . 


Ta 


AGAMA PRAMANYAM ° 


1. Homage to Visnu, the sole cause of the origin, 
subsistence and annthilation of the world, the sole cause 
of perfect जाळ, for whom everything is as instantly 
evident! as a myrobalak? in the hand, , ३1 

2. Those of my contemporaries who are’ pro. 
foundly dishonest and will condemn a penetrating 
treatise, however great its merits, because they are 
envious, (may condemn it.) There are many others 
who have an excellent judgment of what is essential 
and what is not—honest students who do not cavil - 
and they will praise my work, 

3. Even erudite scholars may err when their 
critical acumen is dominated by partisan views ; yet, 
let the sagacious without envy study the Bhigavatn 

doctrine as I shall present it here. 

4. There are certain people whose minds are 
confused by the noise of multitudes of sophisms and 
falsehoods which are borrowed from anyone that 
comes: and claiming superiority for their Own studies 
and learning, and pretending to protect the Way of the 
Veda, they refuse to accept the authority of Paficaratra 
Tantra which, being composed by the Supreme Per. 
son Himself, leads to unparalleled beatitude, 

And they contend: ` 
It has been decided that Verbal Testimony’ is 
a ‘mearis of knowledge in two Ways: dependent 
testimony which depends on other authority, 
, and independent testimony. 
These two kinds are thus distinguished: ` 
| 19० verbal assertion can be a means of valid 
'. knowledge if it has been formulated by a person; i 
1 
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for a verbal assertion to be authoritative, it must 

by definition be independent. 

That is to say: verbal evidence which originates 
from 2 person carries authority only then when it is 
used fo corroborate a fact which has already been truly 
established by other means of knowledge,” and which 
enables the speaker to take this fact for granted. Now, 
Perception and the other means of knowledge which 
Involve Perception, cannot produce the, knowledge 
that the Paficaratra Tantra does indeed set forth that 
the desired heaven, release and other supernatural ends 
can be attained by means of such ritual acts as Con- 
secration and such devotional acts as worship of the 
Bhagavan etc., for this relation of means and ends is 
not of the order of Perception. For if we consider 
Consecration, worship etc. merely with the aid of 
Perception, we cannot say that they are means to realize 


the summum bonum 

Not only, therefore, is Perception of an ordinary 
kind unavailing, but there is also no way to know that 
there have been recently certain persons of superhuman 
sensibility who would have had perceptual evidence 
that such acts really are means of attaining the desired 
ends; for the sense-organs of such persons, too, cannot 
surpass the boundaries of sensitiveness as we know it 
commonly 

5. An objection may be raised here: 

However, perception of a superior kind is 
possible, depending on its percipient. Perception, 
therefore, may become perfect if the percipient 13 
perfect. 

That is to say: a finite thing may be found to 
become infinite; for instance,'extent becomes infinite 
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in space, which is infinitely extended. Similarly, we 
find that finite Perception is considerably widened in 
air-borne creatures, like crows, owls, vultures etc., 
so that Perception might concelvably become infinite 
insome being. This indeed is the uppermost limit of 
knowledge where it encompasses every knowable thing; 
for we know from experience’ that knowledges exceed 
one another as their contents exceed one another. 

That is why the wise can say that there is 
Someone in Whom such finite qualities as 
supremacy, dispassionateness, power etc, subsist in 
an infinite and unequalled condition. 
Consequently, this Person whose immediate 
perception encompasses the entire range of things that 
are present in the world is hereby explained to be the 
Bhagavan who has immediate perceptual knowledge 
that Consecration, worship and so forth are dharma. 
So what remains unproved? (is Improper), 

6. This objection ts thus refuted: 

The supreme perceptual knowledge which 
you assume is just a fancy, Perceptual knowledge 
can never go beyond its own sphere and trespass 
on another. 

For instance : 

A superior kind of visual perception, as well 
ag a superior perceptible object, must necessarily 
occur in loci where inherent relations of one kind 
as between colour and coloured, obtain in one 


object. 

प No knowledge that is received through one of 
the senses can encompass all that is knowable 
through all senses. So how can perceptual 
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knowledge by itself make all things known, i.e. 
p । also things known only through other means of 
knowledge ? 
7. The objector resumes: 
_ ' However, the sensitivity which we attribute 
to Perception is directed toward the perceiving of 
' what exists at present 

Of course, if Perception did not have this function 
of perceiving what exists at present as its natural 
function, it would cease to be Perception at all. 
Therefore, it is not reasonable to say that a superior 
kind of Perception, defined as encompassing al] objects 
1s a priors impossible because it 1s limited to being 
Perception ! 


8. ‘The objection ts refuted 
If from finite Perception you conclude to infinite 
Perception, then I ask you to explain: can a finite 
quantity ever attain to such expansion that it cannot be 
further expanded? You insist, as it were, on full 
maturity in a little boy’! ‘even asa boy, after attaining 
the full growth, cannot grow physically further?’ 
There are two possibilities: either the infinite 
exists in the finite, or the finite gradually becomes 
infinite. | 
The former cannot stand, for there 15 no 

Perception to support it: we have never seen a 

bow] or a similar finite object which had the same 

expansion as space. ` 

And suppose a finite quantity could assume 
inconceivable infinitude: why, then any single jar or 
pitcher could fill up the entire space within the Egg of 
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Brahma, so that all other things would be pushed out 
and perish accordingly ! | 


‘ If you take space itself as the subject,’ you 
merely prove the proved.’ Jn the alternative you 
cannot avoid the illogicality we have pointed out : 
as a matter of fact, never before has anybody seen 
a finite pillar which was pervaded by an infinite 
pillar Consequently, there remains the defect of 
mutual exclusion, : 


Let us also consider your illustration, namely that 
in space we have an example of a finite extent 
becoming Infinite. Extent is -by definition a limited 
extension of space, a relative quantity, something that 
can be entirely circumscribed, Extent in this 
definition does not subsist in space as such, so how can 
you adduce it as an example? Besides, 1f one were to 
infer extent in space, one would simultaneously infer 
the possibility that space might be surpassed in extent 
by another quantity. And so the illustration again 
falls short of the thesis, 


Nor is there any evidence for the thesis that a 
superior perception reveals that Consecration, worship 
etc, are actually dharma. 


To sum up: For all these reasons it would appear 
to us that the supposition that some, otherwise un- 
perceived, Supreme spiritual being exists with a superior 
sensibility is very weak; and this being so, we conclude 
that Perception offers no authority for the postulated 
relation of means to ends’; and since the authority of 
Paficaritra is based upon the Perception of this sup. 
posed relation, 11३ authority 15 entirely non-existent. 
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9.: Not only is there. no Perception, but there 
cannot possibly be an Inference to support the thesis in 
question, for 1६ is wholly suprasensible: and Inference, 
of course, can only take place after an invariable con- 
comitance has been observed by means of Perception. 
If no fires have ever been observed before, they cannot 
prove that smoke is invariably concomitant with them.” 

10, Nor do we find scriptural evidence which sets 
forth that the performance of all the,rites which are 
established in the Satvata'! doctrine is mandatory ; such 
evidence would have proved that the Paficaritra 

radition, being based upon this mandate,!? carried 
authority 

Nor is if possible, in the absence of explici 
revelation, to infer such evidence from Scripture. For 
just as the relation of means to certain ends which are 
their fruits, e.g heaven, as Paficaratra maintains 

Consecration, worship ete. to be, does not allow of 
being inferred because no such relation can be vertfied 
by Perception, just so no scriptural authority to furnish 
the basis of such a relation can be inferred from 
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Scripture 
Nor is any verbal testimony capable of 


providing valid knowledge that Scripture is the 
basis of the Tradition concerned, Verbal 
testimony is of two kinds, originating from 2 
person or not originating from a person.” 

Personal speech cannot be proof of it, for 
persons may Jie in order to deceive their hearers. 
For even today, we find philosophers who pretend 
to be scriptural and yet expound an interpretation 
which is wholly unscriptural. 
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So we have our doubts whether the claim made 
by the authors of the Paficaratra texts that their own 
compositions are founded in the Veda is really the 
result of an honest conviction that such is indeed the 
Case, or nothing but the self-glorification of authors 
who write as their fancy takes them! | J 

This argumentation by- itself ‘suffices to 
disprove the contended authorjty of Paficaratra, 
for there is no eternal Scripture to support the 
claim. 

Nor can Analogy prove that Scripture is its 
basis, for this criterion cannot be properly applied: 
for how could the proof we need, which cannot be 
found by the other means of knowledge, be within 
the scope of the mere knowledge of similitude २ 
Nor can it be argued that, since the Tradition 

cannot be proved by other means, Implication’ proves 
that Scripture is its basis. The argument is as follows, 
circumstantial Implication must prove the tradition, 
as it cannot be proved otherwise; the authors of the 
Paiicaratra, clearly have this tradition that Consecration, 
worship, etc. are dharma and this tradition is 
comparable to the tradition of Manu and others that 
certain non-Vedic rites, as the astaka etc., are dharma ; 
now there can be no tradition of a fact unless that fact 
has been cognized before; but here we havc the 
tradition of a fact that cannot be proved by Perception, 
Inference, Verbal Testimony or Analogy; therefore the 
cognition of the fact can only have originated from 
Scripture... a ! । 

. However, this argument would only prove: its, 
point if there were any authority for the assumption 
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of the three estates do not accept the doctrines of 
Traditions of this kind, 

13. OBJECTION; 

Nevertheless, the fact that Bhigavata Brahmins, 
who wear the hair-tuft, the sacred thread etc. 
prescribed in Scripture, perform daily the rites of 
Paficaratra should then justify the presumption that 
these rites likewise ultimately derive from the Veda. 
On what grounds, then, are we to assume that this 
same Paficaritra Tradition really has its origins in 
error, deceit and the like, the very negation of valid 
authority ?. « 

14, REFUTATION: ` 

We reply: Well! So you really argue that the 
Bhigavatas, who are hated by the three estates, are 
exemplary and hence authoritative? ! ' 

Objection : 

But they are Brahmins, and Brahmins are 
considered to be the highest estate: why should they 
not be exemplary ? 


Refutation: 

Brahmins? Far from it! We do not regard 
Brahmins as a distinct species, different from the 
species man, with specific characteristics which mere 
sensory perception permits us to recognize as present 
in some specific bodies and absent in others. Hair-tuft, 
sacred thread etc. which are prescribed for Brahmins 
and the other two estates, do not make a man a 
Brahmin! Nor do they demonstratc that a man is 
a Brahmin, for we sec them worn illegally by 
blackguards, outeastes and the like. Therefore, the 
sole criterion by which ‘we can tell whether a man 
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is indeed a Brahmin is acceptance of undisputed 
expressions by older persons, which give us irrefutable 
proof. Nor do ordinary people, use without hesitation 
the term Brahmin to describe Bhagavatas. There is 
also a distinct difference in the two appellations: here 
Brahmins, there Bhigavatas. ‘| 
' 15, OBJECTION : कपा 
: The people do not use the word ‘ Brahmin’ to 
refer to Bhigavatas. The reference is only difference 
as this much Brahmins and this much Bhigavatas. Be 
that as it may, still, the appellations Satvata, Bhagavata 
cic. ‘are also used to name Brahmins, by some sort of 
transference of properties, Just as the word panvrdjaka 
is used to designate a Brahmin”, 
REFUTATION: The argument is false. 
Persons of certain inferior castes are commonly 
: referred to as Satvatas; the name is used to denote 
these castes, and not anything else. The gram- 

marians have the rule that it is improper to use a 

certain word in its etymological sense rf tt can also 

be taken in a customary sense which is more 
. common, €g., rathakara™. 

If there were no such rule, how could the word 
rathakara give up its etymological meaning of *‘chariot- 
maker” to become the name of a particular caste, even 
to the extent of cancelling all connotations which we 
have learnt’? Similarly, Satvata refers to a person who 
has been born from aordtya vaisya and belongs to the 
lowest castes, and is thus excluded from the sacraments 
of initiation”, etc. Manu says: “The issue of a 
vaigya vratya extraction is called Sudhanvi or Bharusa 
or ‘Nijarigha or Maitra or Saivate*.”’ It cannot 
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that cognitions are invariably true. But when certain 
notions which are produced by the false cognitions of 
people whose : judgement is clouded by hatred, 
prejudice and obstinacy, cause such “traditions” to be 
written in accordance with these false cognitions, could 
these traditions possibly be true? 
11, Here an objection may be raised : 
However, the same arguments may be advanced 
against the authority of the traditions of Manu etc. 
The observation of the astaka rite does not produce any 
perceptual knowledge that this rite is indeed a means 
to realize the postulated end. Nor can it be inferred, 
because no relation’ is perceptually piven. Nor is there 
any scriptural evidence for it, for it cannot be found. 
Nor again can such evidence be inferred from Scripture 
where it is not found explicitly, because no relation 3s 
perceptually given. Nor can it be proved, through 
Analogy, as there is no apparent analogue. Nor 
through circumstantial Implication, because of the 
reasons given above against the argument that it 18 
otherwise unprovable. Now, if it is legitimate in one 
case to presume scriptural authority in support of it 
because there happens tobe a well-established tradition 
about it among Vedic experts,—-well, in Paficaratra, 
too, great sages are traditionally known as the founders 
of the sacred transmission, sages like Narada, Sindilya 
and others. The same objections and the same justifi- 
cations can be advanced about both the tradition of 
Manu etc. and the tradition of Paficaritra. Either 


both are authoritative or neither 1s. ‘There are no 
grounds to show that the two traditions differ in some 
essential respect. Either we must reject the authority 


+ 
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of Manu’s tradition as well, or we must indeed show in 
which respect the Paficaratra tradition is different from 
Manu’s, , | " 

: 12, This objection is refuted: 

The author of the Sutras, by making the Sutra: 
“Tradition is also valid, because it has the same 
agent as Scripture” ”, has clearly indicated that in 
his opinion no essential difference exists between 
Scriptural and Traditional validity. 

Accordingly, we find that those who are qualified 
for the three Vedas perform equally for purposes of 
higher bencfits both the ritual acts which are 
enjoined by Scripture (e.g., agnihdtra, pitrnadarsamasa, 
jyottstoma 9, etc.) and the ritual acts enjoined by Tradi- 
tion (eg, astakd, dcamana, samdhya worship १, etc}, 
because they have been instructed in both varieties of 
acts by their fathers or preceptors. The firmness with 
which so highly qualified exemplary persons have 
adopted these traditional rites as incumbent upon the 
three higher estates goes to show that the knowledge 
that rites of this kind, astakd@ etc., obviously found to 
exist, are mandatory ultimately derives from Scripture 
itself. On the other hand, we find that those who observe 
the scriptural rites of agnihdira etc. do not observe the 
Tantric customs in the same manuer as they observe 
such traditional customs as camana investiture with 
the sacred thread etc. On the contrary, the Vedic 
experts condemn those who do. It follows that the 
validity which we atiribute to different Traditions 
“hecause”, asthe Sūtra says, “they have the same 
agent as Scripture’, cannot well, apply to heterodox 
Traditions as the Paficaratra ; for exemplary exponents 
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be ‘disputed ‘that Bhigavata is another name for 
Satvata; Smrti has it that “the fifth, called Satvata, 
warships the temples and sanctuaries of Visnu by royal 
decree ;'he is also called Bhagavata."* ` ` - 

The 'Smrti. thus deseribes' which profession the 
descendants of the said vratya vaigya pursue—and with 
our Own eyes we indeed see them’ pursue this- profes- 
sion. ` Thus Uganas: “They all live by'the plough and 
the sword, the Acaryas and the Satvatas live on’ the 
worship of the 'Deity.”* Similarly; in the Brahma 
Puraina—" He. worships the sanctuaries of !Visnut by 
royal decree Elsewhere ‘the same is stated. thus: 
“The profession of the Satvatas is to clean up the 
sanctuaries of the Deity and the eatables offered to the 
idol, as well as to guard it.” And, to dispel the last 
doubt about the sort of people they are, Manu declares: 
“Whether disguised or not, they can be known by their 
deeds.” ' ! 

46. Their conduct, moreover, proves that they 
cannot be Brahmins, For a living they perform piji 
to the Deity, ‘undergo their Consecration, eat them- 
selves the food which is offered to the idols, observe 
deviating sacraments—from the prenatal garbhadhane 
rite tothe funerary rituals—, omit to perform the 
grauta ritual and avoid contact with Brahmins. These 
and other habits show conclusively that they cannot be 


Brahmins 

Smrtis declare that the reason of their disqualifica- 
tion for Vedic rites is this that they perform pūjā to 
the Deity in order to earn a living: ‘Those who from 
generation to generation have worshipped the Deity 
professionally arc disqualified for the study of the Veda, 
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for participation in the sacrifices and for officiating 
in sacrifices.» Their own Parama Samhiti states the 
same prohibition: “Whether in disaster or emergency, 
in terror or in straits, one must never worship the God 
of gods for a living. Such habits as wearing the 
garlands that are offered to the God and ‘eating the 
food that is presented to the idol and other practices 
ofthat kind, which are condemned by all right-think- 
ing people, shows plainly that they are not Brahmins. 


- Furthermore, we wonder how it can be presumed 
that the authority of these people proves that Scripture 
is ‘the basis of their way of life: at the mere sight 
of them all respectable men perform expiatory 
rites such as candrayana! Smrti declares that if one sets 
eyes on a devalaka, it is necessary to perform an 
expiation. A devalaka is someone who lives on temple 
treasure and worships the idol for a livelihood. Thus 
Devala: “One who lives on temple treasure.is called a 
devalaka,’* Likewise: “A Brahmin who has worshipped 
the deity for three years in order to make a living is 
called a devalakg and heis held to be unworthy to 
partake in any ritual,’ Those who have been known 
to worship the God as 2 hereditary profession are 
automatically regarded as devalakas. The rite of 
expiation is set forth in the precept: “A Brahmin who 
is taking his meal should not look at ordure, a pig, a 
eunuch, a sacrificial pole, a devalaka or a corpse; if he 
does he must observe the céndrdyana.™ Atri, too, very 
explicitly declares that they are not Brahmins : The 
Avalukas, Devalakas, Kalpadevalakas, Ganabhoga- 
devalakas and fourthly those of the Bhigavata profes. 
sion are corrupt Brahmins.” Also the venerable Vyasa: 
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“The Ahvayakas, Devalakas, Naksatragramayajakas 
and Mahapathikas are outcaste Brahmins,’ 

.. Therefore, the fact that Paficaratra recognizes the 
authority of the Bhagavatas who by birth and by deeds 
have deviated from the Way of the Veda is sufficient 
ground to deny authority to the Paficaritra Scriptures. 


17. Furthermore, the class of texts with which 
we are here concerned are not valid means of knowing 
which acts are good and which are evil inasmuch as 
they are accepted by heretics, and thus are of the same 
kind as the Buddhist statements on si#ipa worship. 

Besides, their own texts relate that the instruction 

in all their dharmas presupposes the abandoning of the 
Way of the Veda; “having failed to find the supreme 
good in the four Vedas, Sandilya learnt this doct- 
rine... But how can we presume that a certain text 
can teach that a certain object, which is known from 
the four Vedas, is man’s supreme goal in life if he 
rejects at the outset the very authority of the Vedas as 
sources of knowledge about the means which lead to 
bliss? On the contrary, we find that Manu and other 
authors of Traditions declare that their works which 
expound as their teaching the means of attaining all 
kinds of desirable ends derive solely from Scripture: 
“The Veda in its entirety is the basis of the Law, as 
well as of the traditions and customs of those who are 
expert in Law”; “the Law is enjoined by Scripture and 
Tradition”; “it is entirely expressed in the Veda; for 
the Veda contains all knowledge,” 

Further, the assertion that those who have already 

been consecrated by the sacraments of Investiture ete, 
and are thereby qualified for all the Vedic rituals, 
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agnihdtra etc., must yet undergo another sacrament, 
called Consecration,” in order to be qualified for the 
worship of the Bhagavan, demonstrates that the system 
is non-Vedic; for if ic were Vedic, they would be 
qualified for Tantric ritual by the regular sacraments. 
Again, another indication of its non-Vedic 
character is the fact that the system is not included 
among the fourteen sources of knowledge, which all 
orthodox people recognize as giving authoritative 
information on the Law. If it were authoritative, then 
it would have been recognized as such by tradition ; 
but as itis not so recopnized, this proves that the 
Paficaritra tradition is non-Vedic. For this reason the 
venerable Badarayana, when he has occasion to refute 
the heterodox doctrines of Kanida, Aksapida, the 
Buddha etc. as inimical to the Way of the Veda, also 
refutes the Paficaratra in his Sitra: ‘Because of the 
impossibility of origin.” Therefore, as the Vedic 
experts regard the Paficaratra doctrine as non-Vedic 
since it 13 not included among the Vedic systems and 
because of other reasons which will be advanced in the 
sequel, it cannot be compared with the Tradition of 
Manu etc. 

In view of all this it is aur opinion that such 
infrequent good rites—e.g., the worship of the Bhagavan 
-——which are described by the Paficaratricas (who teach 
१ good many others, mostly black arts of exciting 
hatred, haunting a person out of his occupation, 
envoutement etc.) arc merely added to deceive people 
about their real attentions and do not deserve our faith 
or consideration: they are like milk that is put in a 
dog’s bladder ! anys 
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To ‘sum up, it is not proper to assume’ that 
Paficaratra is based on the Veda and therefore equally 
authoritative as the doctrinal works of Manu’ and 


others 1 ॥ ! 
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Discursus :” 

18, At this point someone interjects: Jf you 
please, by all means assume that the Vedas constitute 
the cause of the delegated and indirect authority of the 
Tradition of Manu etc, But is there any reason why | 
we should have to depend exclusively on the Veda as 
the basis of the Paficaratra tradition too? The same 
direct knowledge which is the very foundation of the 
authority of the Vedas themselves is also the foundation 
of the authority of the Paficaratra doctrine; the 
authority of the latter is not based upon the relation 
of supporting authority and supported authority which 
characterizes typical smaria injunctions, e.g., asfakd and 
camana which have their common basis in the Veda 


In fact, the two traditions of the asfekd rite and 
the deamana rite are not interdependent, but, they 
are equally and independently suthoritative. Similarly, 
Paficaratra and Scripture are not interdependent. If 
Paficaratra collapses as soon as it is denied the support 
of the Veda, why then should the Veda not collapse 
when the support of Paficaritra is taken away from it? 


19. The Vedas derive their authority from 
direct knowledge which originates from a person and 
must therefore naturally derive from a person...’ Who 
can doubt it? For we perceive that words, from their 
very nature, depend for their composition on some 
entity that is different from themselves, How else 
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could they exist at all? If it is objected that the 
significance of the Book called Veda just consists in 
this that it does in fact exist as Word though nobody 
has composed it, then we reply; why, if this were true, 
then the significance of smoke on a mountain consists 
in this that it whirls irrepressibly sky-high without fire! 
Jt 1s utterly out of the question.*! 


20, OBJECTION. But since the applicability of 
the dharma cannot be shown by any of the means of 
knowledge, how can a book on it be composed २ 

। REPLY. Don’t argue like that: for the Bhagavan 
who, of course, has an immediate intuition of dharma 
and adharma through the knowledge which is natural 
to Him has had this Book called Veda composed out of 
compassion for the world. 

21. OBJECTION. But does this intuition or per- 
ception also encompass dharma and adkarma? 

Rerry. Certainly. How else would the Bhagavin 
be able to give rise to such effects as body, world etc.? 
For the maker of such effects must be one who 15 
capable of perceiving their material and instrumental 
causes. Now, dharma and adfarma are the instrumental 
causes of the world; this is also the consensus of the 
Mimamsakas. Consequently we must postulate a cer- 
tain person who has this perceptual knowledge; and 
that person must also be the one who created the Veda 

at the beginning. 

29. If one contends that such entities as 
mountains, earth and the like are not effects, the 
“answer is as follows: 

The cntitics in question, earth cte., are effects, 

because they have a complex construction, like a 
' ‘King’s palace,” 

3 
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Similarly, from the fact that they are made 
- Hpof parts we conclude that they are subject to 
destruction. 

Entities that can be destroyed are destroyed 
by someone who knows the means by which they 
can be destroyed, just as we can destroy clay vessels 
etc, when we know by what means to destroy 
them. 

In the case of entities that are shattered, for 
instance, by a falling tree, that is without perceptible 
intelligent agency, the cause of their destruction 
remains dubious: but because of this very dubiety there 
can also be not positive certainty that the cause of 
their destruction is entirely occasional. 

Motion, when there is mass, is sufficient ground to 
infer in this world that an entity which has mass and 
can move is subject to origination and to destruction. 

It being thus established that earth etc, are indeed 
effects, on the grounds adduced above, it follows that 
the Bhagavan has knowledge of dharma and adharme 
which are the instrumental causes of origination and 
annihilation,” 

Consequently, the entities here in question, earth, 
mountains and the like, have been created by a maker 
who possesses the described knowledge. 

Everything that has origin and end is, im our 
experience, created by such a maker, just because it is 
subject to origination and annihilation, Jike a house. 

23. Let it not be argued that there is no inter- 
mediate production of effects like body, world ete. 
between acts that bring about the desires of the person 
who undertakes them,’ for these acts are unable to 
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produce anything unless they are used as an instrument 
by a spiritual being, since they are non-spiritual them- 
selves, like an adze: without the operation of a 
spiritual being—the carpenter—an adze is incapable of 
eflecting by itself such objects as a sacrificial pole. 

And we are not able to create through the instru- 
mentality of apiirva factors: for before the actual 
fruition of the ritual act we cannot know their instru- 
mentality, and it has been said that only a person who 
has actual knowledge of the material and instrumental 
causes can be a maker with respect to these causes. And 
there is no embodied soul which is known, or claimed, 
to be capabie of having the required actual knowledge 
of the aftirva that is to arise from the act. 

Therefore we must admit a Person of absolute 
omnipotence who is able to take in at a glance the 
entire Universe with dharma and adharma of all em- 
bodied souls, their experiencing of karmic results etc., 
and in whose nature such properties as unrestricted 
knowledge etc. subsist. As they say: ‘“The unobstructed 
knowledge, perfect impartiality, omnipotence of a 
universal lord and dharma are all four established 
together,’ 

Mantras, arthavadas,® epic and purana corroborate 
this point; eg. “The one god, Prajapati, creating 
heaven and earth, created the Vedas,’5! etc. At the 
moment of inception the great Grace of this Person 
whois the Bhagavan Is evoked Dy a glance at the 
aggregate of individual souls who are almost in a state 
of non-spiritual stupor, their instruments for the 
experiencing of karmic results—body, senses and other 
organs—being completely dissolved. His Grace evoked, 
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he originates the entire universe and simultancously 
He creates the triple Veda which states pellucidly the 
means by which the souls in transmigration can realize 
the objects of their desires. Then again, perceiving 
that they are in a pitiable condition, being immersed in 
the ocean of existence which is perturbed by wave upon 
wave of all manner of Iniquities, His heart burns with 
supreme compassion and He promulgates, through 
Sanatkumara, Narada etc., the Paficaratra Sambhitas 
which constitute the sources of knowledge about the 
manner in which He should be propitiated to attain to 
perfect bliss. Forasmuch as the Tantras are therefore 
based upon an immediate cognition of the Lord and 
are consequently self-sufficient like the Vedas, can they 
belong in the company of any Tradition, that of Manu 
of anyone? 

REFUTATION,” 

24. If this is true, then on what authority is such 
a creator of the Vedas known to exist? He is not 
directly perceived, | 

Nor can we infer from the fact that the Veda is 
word that it therefore must have an author, for that 
would entail the total reversion of your special 
contentions. 

For an utterance that is percetved to depend for 
its composition on the agency of some being is also 
perceived to be uttered by no one but an embodied 
being. 

Now for all embodied beings the body is the 
instrument for good and for evil; so the assumption 
that the Vedas is utterance would occasion the inference 
that it has been created by an embodied being whose 


4 


| 
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happiness and unhappiness resulted from his good and 
evil karman, and who therefore cannot be God. 

Moreover, in that case it would be impossible to 
establish the authority of the Vedas themselves: for if 
dharma—the Law—is not independent of other means 

of knowledge, there is no exclusive authority of the 
Vedas, 

25. Onyection. But why should dharma be ìn- 
dependent of other means of knowledge? For we have 
asserted that He has actual knowledge of dharma and 
adharma: how else could He produce the world of 
which dharma and adharma are the instrumental causes? 

Rerty. That has indeed been asserted, but the 
assertion is fallacious: for no creator of the entire uni- 
verse can be found of whom this can be assumed. 

To your argument that the world must be effected 
because it has a complex construction can be objected 
that empiricists distinguish three kinds of entities: 

Those whose makers are evident to perception, e.g. 
pots and the like: those which are not found to be 
made at all: and those whose creation remained 
doubtful, like the earth etc. 

In the two first-mentioned cases there is no room 
for God’s activity. As to the third, the earth etc. are 
not involved in a total origination or disintegrations, 
but merely, as now, subject ta varying degrees of 
increase and decrease which are adventitious. To say 

that the Mimamsakas accept origination and annihila- 
tion in this sense is to prove the proved. 
In our opinion, too, these intelligent agents bring 
about various results by means of sacrifices and other 
acts, in order to enjoy these results themselves: and 
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the assumption that they are indeed, as‘is proved for 
both of.us, instrumental therein is quite correct, for we 
can have direct knowledge of these acts, sacrifices, 
donations and the like. However, the special power 
described with terms Jike apiirva can never be open to 
perception. How then can we have use for a supervis-~ 
ing God?" 

26. Certainly, it is not true that an agent, for 
instance a potter, when he wishes to produce a certain 
product—pots—miust first have direct knowledge of the 
power of their material cause—clay—-and instrumental 
cause—stick—to produce these products before he can 
actually undertake their production. Else people who 
are unaware of the power of the requisite causes would 
never be able to employ these causes in order to pro- 
duce the results they want, In the case under discussion 
the persons concerned do indeed know which causes. 
are required to bring about the results they want, for 
they know these causes, such as sacrifices etc., through 
the knowledge they have obtained from eternal Serip- 
ture. Thus, aided by these causes, they render mani- 
fest such products as earth ete, 

Also, there is no invariable rule that only an agent 
to whom the material and instrumental causes are fully 
known is capable of undertaking an action and nobody 

else. A man can still be an agent in the action of 
knowing without perceiving in his own mind the 
material and instrumental causes that go into the 
making of this action of knowing, Why, then, contend 


that the causes must be known first? 
27. The contention that the ‘entire Universe 13 


subject to annihilation because it has parts 15 incorrect. 
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Such a conclusion is cancelled by stronger perceptual 
evidence against it. For the knowledge that does arise 
in the world of here and now is plainly this: ‘Here is 
the meru; here is the sun; here is the earth.’ 

Recognition conveys to us the knowledge that these 

entities are related to different times; and certainly 
‘both in former and later ages there arise similar per- 
sons who have the same notion of these entities’ present 
existence. To put it in syllogistic form: 

The past has persons who recognize carth, sun and 
mountain, because the past is time, like the present. 

Thesame syllogism can be constructed with regard 
to the future, This reasoning does not entail the 
fallacious conclusion that pots etc. are eternal, for in 

their case origination and annihilation are directly 
evident. 

It does not follow that, when a certain fact cannot 
be proved on the strength of a certain ground, since 

‘this ground involves a contradiction, this same ground 
cannot prove the same fact when it does not involve a 
contradiction.” 

The other inference that has been given to prove 
that the world is subject to origination and annihila- 
tion, namely on the ground of motion when there is 
mass, is likewise incorrect; for this ground, too, is 
cancelled by the greater cogency of recognition, Con- 
sequently, inference cannot provide positive proof that 
the world is subject to origination and annihilation. 

28. Further, you contend that there is a God, on 
the ground that the world isa product; but this ground 
precludes a specially qualified producer, For a product 
generally implies on the part of its producer a number 
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of properties which are natural to him and therefore 
indispensable for the precise knowledge of the con- 
comitance between him and his product. Properties 
like being in possession of a body, having something 
left to desire, being deprived of omnipotence and 
ommniscience, etc, How, then, can the fact that the 
world is a product convey to us the knowledge that the 
producer proposed for it possesses the postulated pro- 
perties, of being bodiless, eternally satisfied, omniscient 
etc., properties, that 1s, which are the opposite of what 
would naturally follow? The production of. a product 
requires the activation of the body, which requires on 

the producer’s part an effort whose inherent cause 15 

his relation with a body and is impossible of any but 

just such a producer. It follows that under no condi- 

tion bodiless person can be an agent. 

Or if, in order to remove this fault from the argu- 
ment, it is assumed that the producer indeed possesses 
a body, then the question arises, Is that body itself 
subject to origination or not? If it be subject to 
origination, there is infinite regress. Jf it be eternal, 
then your contention that whatever has parts must 
come to an end is not universally true, The solution 
of others, namely that God's special properties can be 
demonstrated by an ad-hee conclusion, does not hold 
good either. For that rule holds only of a case where 


a conflict follows from a means of knowledge but does 


not actually exist. In our case, however, the conflict 


is plain enough. , 

29. OsjrcTiIon. But if even a well-considered 
invariable concomitance cannot demonstrate that the 
cause of the earth etc. is an intelligent being, then all 
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logical process of deduction is done with. But if deduc- 
tion can indeed convey true knowledge,’ that it must 
also convey that there is a producer capable of creating 
the entire universe. 7 


REPLY. We do not say that your deduction fails 
to demonstrate that there is such a producer, but that 
it also demonstrates without discrimination as many 
properties in this producer as, at the moment of grasp- 
ing the concomitance, are known to obtain in any 
producer. 


Nor do we carry our point too far, In acase 
where the term which we seek to establish through 
deduction can also be known through another means 
of knowledge, then this other means of knowledge may 
exclude from our term certain contrary properties 
which would have applied on the strength of our 
inferential mark alone. In the present instance, how- 
ever, we are seeking to demonstrate God whose agency 
fails completely outside the scope of other means of 
knowledge; in his case therefore all the properties that 
Participate in an invariable concomitance elicited 
through positive and negative consideration are in- 
discriminately established by the deduction. 


A similarly occasional relationship between pro- 
ducer and product occurs, for instance, with grass that 
has grown just outside a house-garden. We cannot be 
positive that this grass has sprung from a Person’s 
action. In this instance, too, the assumption that a 
person, beyond the ken of our senses, has in fact been 
instrumental to the creation etc. of the world ‘must 
remain entirely conjectural. an fi} 
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of properties which are natural to’ him and therefore 
indispensable for the precise knowledge of the con- 
comitance between him and his product. Properties 
like being in possession of a body, having something 
left to desire, being ‘deprived of omnipotence and 
omniscience, etc. How, then, can the fact that the 
world is a product convey to us the knowledge that the 
producer proposed for it possesses the postulated pro- 
perties, of being badiless, eternally satisfied, omniscient 
etc., properties, that 1s, which are the opposite of what 
would naturally follow? The production of a product 
requires the activation of the body, which requires on 
the producer’s part an effort whose inherent cause Is 
his relation with a body and is impossible of any but 
just such a producer. It follows that under no condi- 
tion bodzless person can be an agent. 

Or if, in order to remove this fault from the argu- 
ment, it is assumed that the producer indeed possesses 
a body, then the question arises, Is that body itself 
subject to origination or not? If it be subject to 
origination, there is infinite regress. If it be eternal, 
then your contention that whatever has parts must 
come to an end is not universally true. The solution 
of others, namely that God’s special properties can be 
demonstrated by an ad-hoc conclusion, does not hold 
good either. For that rule holds only of a case where 
a conflict follows from a means of knowledge but does 
not actually exist. In our case, however, ‘the conflict 
is plain enough. 

29. OBjEcTION. But if even a’ well-considered 
invariable concomitance cannot demonstrate that the 
cause of the earth etc, is an intelligent-being, then all 
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logical process of deduction is done with. But if deduc- 
tion can indeed convey true knowledge, that it must 
also convey that there is a producer capable of creating 
the entire universe. ` | ` 


REPLY. We do not say that your deduction fails 
to demonstrate that there is such a producer, but that 
it also demonstrates without discrimination as , many 
properties in this producer as, at the moment of grasp- 
Ing the concomitancc, are known to obtain in any 
producer. 


Nor do we carry our point too far, In a case 
where the term which we seek to establish through 
deduction can also be known through another means 
of knowledge, then this other means of knowledge may 
exclude from our term certain contrary properties 
which would have applied on the strength of our 
inferential mark alone. In the present instance, how- 
ever, we are seeking to demonstrate God whose agency 
falls completely outside the scope of other means of 
knowledge; in his case therefore all the properties that 
participate in an invariable concomitance elicited 
through positive and negative consideration are in- 
discriminately established by the deduction. 


A similarly occasional relationship between pro- 
ducer and product occurs, for instance, with grass that 
has grown just outside a house-garden. We cannot be 
positive that this grass has sprung from a person’s 
action. In this instance, too, the assumption that a 
person, beyond the ken of our senses, has in fact been 
instrumental to the creation etc. of the world must 
remain entirely conjectural. ‘oye ay 
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, 30. Another question to be considered is from 
what point in space, at what point in time, and to 
what purpose a person who is satisficd in all cternity 
would produce the universe. Every agent, c.g.,a potter, 
produces a product by means of certain instruments, 
while occupying a certain space at a certain time and 
aiming at a certain result which he wants. If the 
production of the world is purely sport and without 
ulterior motivation, since God does not want anything, 
beware, for this states clearly that the Lord is by nature 
independent from anything beside Himself. Yet willy- 
nilly, without regard for anything He might wish, He 
shoulders the vast task of creating, sustaining and 
destroying the world. Is He in creating the creatures 
prompted by His compassion ? But why, then, does He 
not create them happy? Jf you reply, because God 
takes karman into account, then you deny his complete 
independence. Besides, if their karman provides 
sufficient causes for these creatures’ variety, why 


assume God at all? ha 


Therefore, there cannot be such a person who is 
capable of creating the universe, of perceiving 
immediately dharma and adharma, and of composing 

1 


the Vedas. | 


31. Moreover, if the .Vedas were created by 
someone, this creator would be remembered: . ‘He is 
the one who has composed them.’ It is not proper to 
assume that he has been forgotten, just as the digger of 
an exhausted well is forgotten. The latter is justifiable 
because the well no longer Serves a purpose. But in 
the case of the Vedas, who, without remembering that 
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the author was reliable; would give credence to all the 
Vedic rites which are to be performed at the expense 
of great trouble involving the loss of various properties? 
Consequently, if it cannot be proved of the Vedas that 
they have been composed by a person, because this 
person, however worthy of remembrance, 15 not re- 
membered, they can no more prove that God was their 
author than the Mahabharata and similar books can. 
Therefore the Vedas do not originate from a person. 
In consequence, the contention that the validity of 
Paficaritra is based upon the same immediate cogni- 
tion which is the basis of the validity of the Veda itself 
ts the contention of those whose discrimination has 

been warped by their bias in favour of their own 

conclusions. 


32. Onyection. But in what does this ‘preter- 
personal’ character of the Veda consist? If it consists 
in this that the Vedas are composed of eternal words, 
the same holds true of the Paficaritra Tantra.” Or if 
it is the eternity of the words that constitute it, again 
the same is true. It could not be the eternity of the 
word-sequence, for sequence cannot be natural to 
eternal entitics.” Ifit is said that it is the sequence of 
the sounds in so far as these sounds are pronounced in 
one particular sequence, then we reply that since a 
sequence of pronunciation is non-eternal, the sequence 
of the sounds pronounced cannot be eternal, So where 
does the difference lie between Paficaradtra and Vedic 
revelation? 


Rerty. The difference lies herein that in the 
cast of the Paficaratra the sequence is created by an, 
L 
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independent person, whereas in the case of the Veda, a 
dependent person invariably wishes to repeat the exact 
Sequence which had been laid down before him by 
students who preceded him. A category of a different 
degree™ which is established on the strength of recog- 
nition should not be denied. And with this we con- 
clude our lengthy disquisition. 


33. The preceding has proved that the proposi- 
tion that the Paficaratra is authoritative because it is 
based upon an immediate cognition of a person cate- 
gorically different from other persons, is not viable at 
all, Since there is no means of knowledge by which the 
existence of a person who has immediate knowledge of 
good and evil can be proved, it follows that this Tantra 
must have been promulgated by some human being 
with the purpose of deceiving the world. 


34, Osjyection.@ This would be true if proof of 
the existence of the Lord could only be sought on the 
strength of logical argumentation, As itis, this isa 
fallacy, for the great Lord is known on the authority of 
the upanisads, When we hear the multitudinous 
statements of the eternal Scriptures which set forth the 
existence of an omniscient and omnipotent supreme 
Personality who is capable of creating the entire uni- 
verse, how then can we refuse to accept the authority 
of a tradition which derives from His immediate 


cognition ? 
35. To continue this topic," these scriptural 


statements do not exceed the bounds of their authority 
just becanse they are concerned with facts; for similar 
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Statements made by persons concerning facts that are 
extremely remote from a connection with other means 
of knowledge cannot be denied the authority which is 
afforded them naturally. 


Nor do statements concerning a fact lack authority 
because of the consideration that since either a proving 
or disproving factor may unexpectedly turn up there 
remains the possibility that this fact 1s thus repeated or 
reversed“ , for the same may equally well happen to a 
statement concerning, not a fact, but a kdrya. A karya, 
too, may be known from other means of knowledge, for 
it must be admitted that ordinary kāryas, like ‘fetch 
firewood’ are also known through other means of 
knowledge, as in the case of the cooking of the odana.® 


Or if it be claimed that, inasmuch as a karya con- 
cerning a categorically different thing like the agnihotra 
etc, cannot conceivably find any other authority, there- 
fore the verbal testimony which sets forth such a thing 
must needs be its authority,—well, then we may say 
that there is not a ghost of another authority for the 
Bhagavan whose form consists in unsurpassed 
knowledge, supremacy and beatitude ; so that it should 
follow that everything is entirely the same in both 
cases, depending on one’s particular partisan views. 


Moreover, the theory is that since another means 
of knowledge can apply to a fact, a verbal statement 
concerning this fact cannot validly prove it: but why 
should not this other means of knowledge itself be the 
repetitious one since verbal testimony concerning its 
fact may conceivably turn Up? or, why should other 
means of knowledge which themselves are liable to 
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arious deficiencies entail the negation of a notion that 
arises from eternal Scripture untouched by all defects 
inherent in persons, merely because it is deduced that 
its validity is cancelled by a prior means of knowledge? 
This is absurd 
Thus, therefore, the imperfections that necessarily 
follow from the induction, c.g, absence of omni- 
science”, possession of a body etc., find no room in the 
Bhagavin whose supernal manifestation of miraculous 
knowledge, supremacy and so forth is known from 
hundreds of égruits, just as cold can find no place in 


fire, 

And, in consequence, 

flow can our tongue endeavour to state that the 
Tantra is false, while it is composed by the Omniscient 
One Himself who is known through the Upantsads? 
Alas for the fool’s grand exhibition of labour in 
Mimamsa! How can a mind schooled in Mimamsa be 


so mistaken ? 


36. Learned thinkers, whose intellectual powers 
command respect, maintain that all Vedic testimony 
carries authority only concerning such &éryas as cannot 
presuppose any other authority, Since words arc 
considered to have their true sense only when they 
concern such a kdrya, it is impossible that any state- 
ment can be denotative if it concerns something else 
than a ddrya, Therefore, when a man has observed 
that in an exchange between two adult persons a certain 
inherently related action of one of them takes place 
immediately upon his hearing a sentence uttered by the 
other, he concludes with certainty that the denoting 
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power of the sentence as inferred by means of circum- 
stantial-implication terminates completely in the Karya 
that has been conveyed by that sentence.” The very 
awareness Of karya is known to relate to one’s own 
karya;’ so the onlooker, observing the same pro- 
cess In the present case, realizes that the one person’s 
action has been caused by the other person’s variously 
differentiated behaviour: “Surely this person has been 
made aware by the other of this karya that he proceed 
to his action immediately upon become aware of what 
he has to do.” This leads the observer to the conclu- 
sion that if therefore the verbal statement is truly 
denotative in so far as it serves to convey a ४८7८ whose 
specific motivation conforms to the entire statement, 
then whatever bits of meaning come to mind as a result 
of the addition or omission of words are denoted by 
these words only in strict accordance to this kérya,™ 
which thus constitutes the primarily known principal 
element of the statement. In such a statement the 
imperative and optative verbal terminations,” which 
unvaryingly give rise to a knowledge of क्लब, 
convey by themselves the body of the karya, whereas 
the indicative etc. terminations are subject to a con- 
textual relation with the karya by describing consequent 
matters which required by the Adrya, c.g. a person’s 
qualification to accomplish it etc.” 


37. Take for example the statement that a sor 
has been born to the person spoken to, a purely sub- 
stantive statement; the aggregate of words which 
convey nothing more than this bare fact that a son hac 
been born, 13 not definitely proved to possess the power 
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of denoting the postulated birth of the son by means of 
such resultant effects as cheerful looks or joyfully 
bristling hairs on the part of the father. For, it is 
imposstble to establish definitely that the occurrence of 
a cause for various joys in future, past and present is 
really due to the denotative power of the statement. 
Therefore, afso in the case when we have a verb in the 
present indicative collocated with words that have their . 
proper signification (in that they refer to things that 
presuppose no other means of knowledge), it must be 
assumed that in it we have a substitute with a positive 
(i.e. injunctive) denotation of words without actually 
having explicit reference to a karya.” 


38. A person knows that a certain word has a 
certain denotation, when it is known what is the deno- 
tation, of the other words with which it is collocated. ”° 
It is proved that words have the power of denoting 
things only in so faras they are contextually connected 
with a karya; consequently, their validity concerning 
an established fact is based on this that they give rise 


to the notion of Adrya. 

It is contended that this denotation of Aarya is only 
occasional in words,” but this contention is incorrect; 
the ground for words to be denotative is that they deal 
with a kdrya, so that the contention suffers of the vice 
of being unproved. For a notion that arises froma 
verbal statement can never terminate In any object 
whatsoever that 1s not a kārpa. 

The cognitions of contextual relations which artse 
immediately upon hearing a profane statement are said 
to derive, not from Verbal Testimony, but from 
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Inference. Thus it is right that these cognitions do 
not terminate in karyas. , ` 


39. [fit were not accepted that verbal statements 
always bear on Adryas, on what grounds then could an 
indicative statement like agnihetrati jukott “he offers the 
agnihotra” be accepted as an injunction? Or if it be 
claimed that in this case, even though the statement as 
it stands has no complete validity, it is accepted as an 
injunction in order to ensure that it subserves a pur- 
pose, we reply that this claim is incorrect, since the 
operation of means of knowledge is not dependent on 
purpose, but rather is the acceptance of purpose depen- 
dent on the operation of the means of knowledge. It 
18 not proper to assume that since one does not like to 
find rocks when one ts looking for gold therefore one 
finds gold! As long as we do not assume that a state- 
ment is denotative only when it bears on a kdrya, we 
cannot assume that a verb in the present indicative 
contains an injunction. 


40. In the same manner the meaning of the 
upanisads must also be interpreted as being subordi- 
nate to such injunctions as “One must know the soul, 
meditate on it, etc.’ which are expressed in differnt 
passages; this meaning, then, is that one must know 
the omniscient soul which is beatitude, Le. an injunc- 
tion. That the soul is the object of an injunction does 
not by itself however prove that the soul exists as an 
established fact; for there can alse be an injunction 
that a certain thing be such while actually it is not so; 
for example the injunction, “Know your father in 
someone who is not your father,’ or “Know that the 
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syllable OM, which is not the udgitha, is the udgitha.’””™ 
AN statements that set forth the reality and the 
eternality of the soul only serve to convey that there is 
a spiritual agent, who is required in order to experience 
the otherworldly fruits that are mentioned in ritual 
injunctions where the time of fruition is not speci- 


fied,” 

Therefore, no verbal statement whatever isa means 
of knowing a thing as suck. Thus, by denying that the 
arthavadas, *? too, can serve to convey knowledge of 
facts ike Rudra’s weeping, it is shown that they merely 
serve to give praise In contextual connection with an 
injunction, which may be comparatively remote.” 

41. To conclude, it follows that the postulated 
divine person, whose personality is the product of the 
baseless beliefs of people that have failed to consider 
the true denotation of preceding or succeeding state- 
ments, is eliminated, with which we conclude our 


extensive discussion, 

42, Itis proved now that the pre-eminence of that 
postulated person cannot be borne out by Scripture. 
Let us, further, suppose that Scripture can indeed 
convey knowledge of facts; even so, what possible basis 
is there for the assumption that there exists a person 
who knows dharma and adharma, when we take into 
account the cognition that arises from injunction: 
Omniscience™ is possible only if the omniscient person 
knows the objects exactly as they are known by means 


of the different means of knowledge;- for there is no 
statement which declares omniscience by cancelling the 


normal means of knowledge. Even‘if there were such 
a statement, it would have to be explained as an 
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arthavada since its word-meanings would not allow of 
mutual relation, A cognition about a sentence-mean- 
ing arises from the individual words and it presupposes 
in these words such properties as appropriateness 
etc. which are learnt through other means of know- 
ledge; now we wonder how-such a cognition could 
arise at all, ifthere were a conflict with these other 
means of knowledge that are required primarily for the 
cognition to arise! If a statement concerning an 
object that is contradicted by perception etc., were 
authoritative, who could then reject the identity of sun 
and sacrificial pole? And if there is a person who 
Dossesses this peculiar excellency, what happens to the 
authority of the texts which 1s sought to be proved ?® 

43. Onyection. However, those who follow the, 
Paficaratra clan have the tradition that this Paficaratra 
has been composed by this person. 


REFUTATION. But why do the Pasupatas then not 
agree with their view? They, too, claim that the 
sovereign of the universe is the promulgator of their 
own system, and others have the same claims, Now 
they cannot all of them be omniscient, because then it 
would be impossible for them to set forth mutually 
contradictory teachings. The same ground which 
allows one among several discussants to prove an 
omniscient promulgator must hold equally for all of 
them.: But which one among the many omniscient 
beings who propound' mutually conflicting teachings 
while claiming each for himself the prerogative of 
omniscience, which one do we conclude is the one and 
only omniscient God? As the text says, “If there arc 
several omniscient beings who propound incompatible 
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, doctrines and if for each of them the arguments are 
equally valid, then whom can we elicit as the true and 
only one?’ When each omniscient being is assumed 
on the basis of one’s own Tantra doctrine since the 
various tantric! doctrines are mutually in conflict, the 
result will be that none of them is authoritative. `! 
44 ‘OBEGTION. How can the teaching of Vasu- 
deva himself, who is well-known in Revelation and 
Tradition, be brought to the same level as other 
Tantras? For the manifestation of His, power has been 
revealed in the Purusa Hymn, ‘“The earth sprang from 
his feet, the quarters of the sky from his ears; and 
again, “The creator created sun and moon as before; 
likewise, (‘He is Brahmi, he is Siva; “Vişņu’s 
highest step; “No one is his lord in this world no 
one his commander; he has no sign, In this way, 
the statements of Revelation describe his manifestation 
characterized by His origination, maintenance and 
annihilation of the world, ‘Similarly, the Tradition: 
“From Visnu arose the world, in him does it subsist; 
he is the one who causes it to exist and to perish,” said 
Parafara*t: Manu, too, declared that ‘He is the lord: 
‘Narayana is Above the unmanifest, and the World-egg 
is produced by the unmanifest."% ' — 


१, i ॥ > 

This Supreme Person whois continually; praised 
for His knowledge and supremacy in the statements of: 
Revelation and of the sages has created Paficaratra. If 
this Tantra is then on a level with Tantras that are 
apostate from the path of Revelation, then one might 
as well reason that a soma-drinker is on a level witha 
wine-drinker, just because he is a drinker! ds this 
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Tantra not superior? Wherefore, then, are the qualities 
of immaculate knowledge, supremacy etc, of the 
Bhagavan not currently attributed also to the Destroyer 
of the Three Gitics in the texts of Revelation? There- 
fore. it is absurd to hold the cquality of the Tantras 
promulgated by both. Or, since He is the God who 
is the cause of the origination, protection and destruc- 
tion of the universe and for whom the entire Vedanta 
furnishes evidence to the exclusion of anyone else, how 
could He promulgate a ;doctrine that is outside the 
pales of the Veda? ; r 


Í 


49. OBJrcTIox. Nevertheless, a fair number 
of érutis’ are found which ascribe omniscience and 
omnipotence to lord PaSupati as well: “He who is all- 
knowing, omniscient ; 02 “The supreme great sovereign 
of sovereigns.” 


REPLY. By secondary denotation these two words 
“omniscient”? and ‘sovereign apply not only to the 
one who actually उड omniscient and sovereign, but also 
to others, not excepting God Siva, who are as i! were 
all-knowing and supreme. Besides, if in the above 
quotation yah sarvajfiah Sarvavit the word Sarvajiia were 
indeed used to describe the omniscient one, there would 
be tautology of sarvanit. 


à i 


Consequently, the word sarvajiia refers only to 
Mahadeva; and so the Skanda-Purdna, Linga-Purina 
and other Puranas exhaust themselves in describing this 
all knowing and sovereign character of Siva. There. 
fore, Since the Pasupata Tantra has been Promulgated 
by this Pafupati, it acquires authority in this Way: but 
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the reversion of the authority of all Tantras in con- 
sequence of their mutual contradictions applies to ‘this 


PaSupata Tantra too. 

-». 46. Further, granted that the Lord Vasudeva is 
the Person known in the upanisads, how then can the 
theory be held of him that he has promulgated the 
Paficaratra Tantra which conflicts with Revelation—~of 
him who said, “Revelation and Tradition ‘are ‘my 
commands?” Thus we conclude that there has been a 
deceiver who assumed’ the name of - Vasudeva‘ aud 


under that name composed the ‘Tantra under 


discussion 
Or else, suppose that Vasudeva Himself, ruler of 


the entire universe, was the promulgator of this Tantra; 
they still say that Hart, whose personal manifestations 
are deceptive because of his power of illusion, has 
promulgated these unholy texts deceivingly under the 
guise of holy texts in order to: destroy the whole mass 
of enemies of the gods. ’ Now, has he indeed composed 
this Tantra, leading the faithful into the ‘mysterious 
abyss of his grand power'of illusion, or not? This 13 
the question that now arises. How are we to.resolve 
it? Or are we rather to understand that he composed 
this Tantra while he himself was in error, since it 13 not 
accepted by the followers of the Veda, just as the 
doctrine of the Jainas is not accepted? That the 
followers of the Veda do not accept it has been set 
forth at length above.’ Consequently, then, 
Paficaraitra Tantra is not authoritative because it 
derives from the cognition of an Independent Person. 
47, ‘Nor is it proper to argue the validity of the 
Paficaratra Tradition “like the Manu Tradition ६.९ 
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If the God has composed the Tantra after having, like 
manu etc., learnt the meaning of the Veda froma 
teacher who was satisfied with his pupil’s obedience, 
then the assumption that He was independent is pur- 
poseless and false. It is not borne out by human 
experience that the Veda was immediately manifest to 
him, even though he never learnt it. The defects 
which the Author of the Varttika enumerates, those of 
personal superiority and inferiority etc. are all to be 
presumed in the case of Paficaritra. 

48. Moreover, the Saivite, Pigupata, Buddhist, 
Jainist, Kapalika and Paficaratra teachings are tradi- 
tionally known as heretical. On the basis of the 
distinction between Vedic and Tantric we arrive at the 
conclusion that Paficaratra is outside the Veda. 
“Tantra is of four kinds: Saiva, Pagupata, Saumya 
and Laguda; thus are described the divisions of 
Tantra; one should not confuse them.” Likewise: 
‘There are three distinct doctrines, the Bhakta, the 
Bhagavata and the Sitvata;’’ this description of the 
divisions of Tantra is also found in Paficaritra. 

49. Furthermore, that a doctrine destitute of all 
logic and embracing the view that the soul knows 
birth, which is rejected by Revelation and Tradition, 
should be Truth 15 a highly ludicrous contention. Thys 
we find the grutl, ‘‘Verily, this soul is unperishing, 
essentially indestructible; it is not conjoined with 
size; and, “This dies without the soul; the soul 
does not प1८.११1० 


OBJECTION. This is all very well, but all that this 
Statement says is that the soul is not destroyed, 


not 
that it is not born, 
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REFUTATION. No, by stating that it cannot be 
destroyed, it also decides that it cannot be born: it is 
impossible that an entity that has been born does not 


perish, 

Oxyection. Nonetheless, from the emphasis which 
in the statement “only sat was here... is laid on the 
uniqueness of sat, it follows that there were no souls 
before the time of creation, Had the individual soul 
existed before why then this emphasis of “only sat” on 
sat’s absolute solitariness ? ' 

REFUTATION. The reply to this is that here the 
emphasis on sat’s uniqueness is with regard to the 
elements of wind, water and ether that were about to 
be created by sat. Were the soul excluded by this 
statement of sat’s solitariness, then the soul’s origin 
would have been described in the sequel, just as the 
creation of ether is described. This is not done; there- 
fore the soul does not know birth, since in the sequel 
“That sat created fire, ८२१० we do not hear of the 
creation of the individual soul. 

OBJECTION. However, in the text yalo vā imiint 
bhiitani etc. we hear that the souls too know origin, 
continuance and reabsorption. Here the word bhita 
denotes the jive, the individual soul; for thus we find 
the word used in the passage bhrdmayan sarvabhiitani. ® 
The verb jivanti “they live” in the text can only apply 
to the souls, the expression tena jayante “by whom they 
are born” evidently refers to these same souls. | 

REFUTATION, This is not right. The word é4ita 


commonly denotes only the elements ether, wind, fire, 


water and earth. Ifthe word 1s used for something 
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else, it is used metaphorically. Of these elements, 
cther etc. which are primarily understood by the word 
ohiita, it is stated that they are variously modified'® 
and that they live. The verb “they live” describes a 
condition of being analogous to living. And if the 
word dhiita be used in the sense of individual soul, 
then too the statement declares that the soul is born 
only in the sense that its entrance into a body isa 
birth. Therefore, when the word éhitta refers to the 
individual soul, it can rightly be said that the souls are 
born, just as it is said that the cow, once born walks 
about. There are grutis to this effect, like “For the 
soul, unborn, alone—'"9 and we also have other grutis 
which declare that the soul is unborn. Similarly, the 
word of the Lord: “Know that both matter and spirit 
are without beginning tt «this ancient spirit is un- 
born, eternal, everlasting $2112 «it js never born nor 
does it dies etc, Finally there is the syllogism: the 
individual soul in question never knows birth: for, 
while being substantial, it is bodiless, as it consists of 
spirit, like the Supreme Soul, | 
90. Thereare some who notice the logical defects 
inherent in the view that Scripture of 2 personal 
origin, which we have explained above, and having no 
other course open posit that Tantra too must be 
eternal, Against this position, we state that it is 
sublated by the fact that its author, who is Datent 
cuough and tacitly remembered, is not forgotten at 
all; and hence this position does not deserve our 
notice. 
Sl. Besides, why has the argument about the 
PaSupatas etc, been swept aside with a stick? If 
5 


one 
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replies, let the argument stand, we shall have the 
defect of mutual exclusion. «And Vasudeva’s author- 
ship of the Tantra, which is commonly known to 
everybody, can no more be rejected than the preter- 
personal origin of the Veda. Or else, if someone says 
that any of the three means of knowledge is in the case 
of Pagupata Tantra cancelled by non-appearance,'" 
reversion and dubicty, the answer is, your own postu- 
lation applies equally well to the Laguda doctrine’? 
and once you know this, it is refuted. Your worship 


better keep quiet 
52, Tosum up, For the reasons set forth above 
we maintain that the exposure of this Tantra’s incom- 
patibility with Revelation, Tradition, Epic and Purina 
as well as with the conclusions of our logical demonstra- 
tion, and the inacceptability of this Tantra ‘to all 
exemplary persons go to show that the Paficaratra texts 
must have been composed by someone who pretended 
to teach a path that would lead to heaven and salva- 
tron, but actually wished to deceive the world. Con- 
cerning.its apocryphal character, which we have now 
exposed, we have the declaration: “The traditional 
teachings that are autside the Veda and all other false 
doctrines remain fruitless in the afterworld, for they 
are considered to derive from tamas.’ Those who 
follow the Veda are forbidden to speak with those who 
follow such evil paths: “The following are nat to be 
honoured even with a word: heretics, criminals, 
impostors, crooks, thieves and hypocrites are not to be 


honoured even with a word.” ie} 
| ३3. > In the manner" presented above the prima- 


facie case can be made that the Paficaritra in 165 
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entirety has no validity whatever as a means of 
knowledge. Against this prima-facie case we now sub- 
mit that the Tanira in question must be accepted as 
valid, because it produces faultless knowledge, like the 
scriptural statements on the Vedic sacrifices jyotistoma 
cic. l 


54. Now, such defects as are elicited by the 
science of logic cannat be detected in this inference. 
Let us consider the Object of the Proposition. The 
Object of the Proposition is, by definition, the content 
ofa certain thesis is proposed; it is aterm which itself 
is established, and of which it is now to be proved that 
it is particularized by another term, which is also 
established.' In the present case the term which 
particularizes the object is not unknown, for this term, 
sc. “validity,” is for both parties established with 
regard to the valid means of knowledge, Perception, 
Inference, Verbal Testimony etc. Nor is the subject 
itself unknown, for the Paficaratra system is known 
universally. Nor isthe Object to be proved already 
proved, for this Object, ‘ The Paficaratra is valid,” is 
not proved for the opponent. Nor is this Object in- 
compatible with Perception, since its opposite, sc. non- 
validity, is beyond perceptual verifiability. Nor is this 
Object incompatible with Inference, because no 
inference proving non-validity is found. 


55. Obpyection. But such an inference ts actually 
found: Paficaratra Sastra is non-authoritative, because 
it is non-Vedic, like Buddhism. 


REFUTATION. We reply, What is this non- 
anthoritativeness which this reasoning seeks to prove? 
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If itis defined by the fact that the Tantra does not 
produce knowledge, then this definition militates 
against Perception; for the knowledge which arises in 
a student, who is able to comprehend the relation bet- 
ween word and meaning, concerning the meaning of 
the sentences of Paficaritra Sistra he hears is per- 
ceptually evident. Nor is the predicate, sc, “non- 
authoritativeness,” defined by dubiety, since then we 
have the same conflict with Perception; for the state- 
ment, “One must worship the four-armed Supreme 
Person in the centre of the lotus,” does not occasion a 
doubtful cognition: “Maust one worship Him thus or 
not ? Nor, in the third place, is the predicate. defined 
by reversion, since there is no non-apprehension of 
what should be there,’ and since, the presumption of 
future reversion militates against Perception and would 
put an end to all operations. This point shall be dis~ 
cussed in detail Jater on. 


56. OBJECTION. Still, the proposed validity of 
Paficardtra militates against Scripture. Since in 
Paficaratra Agama we have its meaning conveyed 
exactly as it is, this conflict between Scripture and 
Paficaratra is not vicious only if Paficardtra 1s not 
authoritative. 


RErUTATION, Why, if that were so, that would 
mean that if its authority is disproved by Scripture 
it is proved by Inference, and if it is proved by 
inference itis disproved by Scripture;"° which fsa 
vicious circle. 

57. Besides, what does this mean, “being non- 
Vedic, or outside the Veda?” If it means that 
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Paficaratra is different from the Veda, we have an 
occasional application to Perception etc., which are 
also different fromthe Veda. If, inorder to avoid this 
defect, the ground is thus specified, ‘because, while 
being language, it 1s different from the Veda,’ we have 
a hetvantaram deadlock, which, as they say, occurs when 
into a syllogism with an unqualified ground and addi- 
tional qualification is accepted.! Also, we then have 
an occasional application to the statements of Mann, 
which also are language and different from the Veda. 
Ifthen, my slow-witted opponent, in order to remove 
this defect from your ground you claim that being 
outside the Veda means “not deriving from the Veda,” 
then what do you, logician, think of it? 


Well, by this definition of the ground we get the 
meaning, “something, namely in case there is question 
of language-statements, is non-Vedic, because it does 
not derive from the Veda.’’ But then there is an 
occasional application to the Veda itself, which does 
not derive from the Veda! When the ground is re- 
defined as “because it does not derive from the Veda, 
incase of a languape-statement but not a Vedic state- 
ment,” then again there would inevitably be an occa- 
sional application to statements of reliable persons 
which do not derive from the Veda and yet are valid, 
like १“ Thereare trees on the river-bank.” If the reason 
is further corrected into: ‘because it does not derive 
from the Veda, namely, m case of a language-statement 
—but not a Vedic statement—and this statement con- 
cems an action to be taken,” then still we have a vicious 
applicability to such precepts as “One must eat Little 
when one has indigestion.” Again, ifthe ground is 
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then reformulated as ‘because it does not derive from 
the Veda, in case of a statement specified by all the 
above specifications and also concerned with dharma 
and adharma,” then this ground is partly impertinent, 
because Paficaritra Sastra does not deal with dharma 
and adkarma exclusively, since the great majority of its 
statements concern Brahman. If then, the specifica- 
tion is added “...when it deals with objects that arc 
outside the scope of other pramanas,” then again the 
ground does not fully apply, for hundreds of Srutis 
demonstrate that the Perception of God encompasses 
all things related to dharma and adharma. We shall 
discuss this pomt presently ;"! this suffices for the time 
being to expose the baseless fancies of those who have 
not made a study of Aksapada’s'* system, Other con- 
ceivable inferences will be presented; and refuted, 
later on. | | | 
We conclude therefore, that the proposition 
‘tPaticaritra ts authoritative,” is not in conflict with 
Inference. {ह 
58. Nor is it in conflict with Scripture, for 
hundreds of scriptural statements, like idam mahopa- 
nisadam, will be adduced which set forth that 
Paficaratra is authoritative. There are no grounds to 
suspect in our proposition anyone of the three kinds of 
contradiction of language-statements; namely, con- 
tradiction within the terms of the statement ; contradic- 
tion with one’s own thesis; or contradiction with 
universally accepted facts. 
| ‘ First, there is no contradiction within the state- 
ment, , This type of contradiction is of three kinds: of 
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mere utterance; or utterance of property; and of 
utterance of substance. Firstly, the proposition is not 
contradicted by its mere utterance, for the statement of 
the thesis “Paficaritra Sistra is authoritative’ does not 
cance! its own content, as does, for instance, the 
statement: “During my entire life I have kept 
Silence.” Secondly, there is no contradiction through 
utterance of property, as for example the statement: 
“All statements are untrue:’’ for the authoritativeness 
predicated of Paficaratra does not cancel the proposi- 
tion. Thirdly, there is no contradiction throvgh 
utterance of substance, since in the given substance a 
connection with the given property is not contradictory : 
Paficaratra is not contradicted by its property authorita- 
tiveness, as motherhood 1s contradicted by the property 
sterility. For upon the assertion of the authoritative. 
ness of the substance in question, it Is not contradicted 
by any particular substance named in Revelation, 
since the imputation of questionableness is secondary, 
as in the case of the assertion that certain acts of 
violence which are enjoined are against the dharma,’ 
There is, therefore, no contradiction by language- 
statement; so that we conclude that the proposition is 
presentable. 


59. Nor is the ground affected by logical defects, 
like occasional application etc. The ground is not 
occasionally applicable to other terms. This fallacy of 
occasionalness is of two kinds, general occasionalness 
and special occasionalness. An Instance of the first 
kind provides the ground in the argument: “The earth 
is eternal, because it is Enowable, Of the second 
kind: “The earth is eternal, because it, possesses 
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smell.” Our ground, namely, ‘Paficaratra is authori- 
tative, because it produces faultless knowledge’, does not 
apply equally whether it is authoritative or not, which 
would render the ground generally-occasional. Tor 
this ground, namely its being a cause of faultless know- 
ledge, has not been found before in the alternative pro- 
positions that Paricaratra is deceptive and hence non- 
authoritative, Neither does the ground have a specially- 
occasional application, because the illustration “like 
statements on Vedic sacrifices such as jyotistoma etc.” 
shows its connection with other instances on the same 


side of the argument. 


Nor 1s the ground precluded, since there is no con- 
comitance of its opposite; being a cause of faultless 
knowledge is not invariably accompanied by non- 
authoritativeness. Nor is the ground cancelled by 
lapse of time, since there 1s no conflict with Percep- 
tion and in this it is analogous with Scripture. 


Nor is the ground itself unproved or unestablished. 
If a ground is unestablished, this is because either its 
locus or its essence is unestablished. ‘The first does not 
apply, for its locus is Paficaratra Sastra, which is proved 
to exist. Nor does the second apply: for there are 
three ways in which a ground may be unestablished as 
to its essence: through ignorance, through dubiety, OT 
through reversion, Ignorance does not apply, as 
follows from the fact that the words describing the 
ground are pronounced.'?? Nor does dubicty apply, 
for that the ground is correct is undoubted and self- 
evident to the defender of the proposition, while for 
the opponent the same is easily proved by the fact that 
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no defects are apprehended in it. That the ground 
would be unestablished through reversal is utterly out 
of the question. | 


60. OBJECTION, But how can we discard the 
supposition that the Paficarftra texts are faulty?! 
This supposition arises instantly since the texts are of 
personal origin. 

REFUTATION. How do you avoid the same supposi- 
tion in the case of the Vedas? ‘There too it arises 
instantly, since the Vedas are language-statements, 
When you reply, it is avoided because the Vedas have 
no personal author, then you may realize that in our 
case, tod, itis avoided, since the Tantras have been 
composed by the Supreme Person, who ts amniscient 
and eternally satisfied, and you may keep quiet ! 

What I mean to say is this. Our position is that 
in language as such there are no defects that invalidate 
its authority’; as language, language is authoritative. 
Its authority is in certain cases invalidated by defects 
in the character of the speaker, for instance in a 
language statement, “ There is a herd of elephants on 
my finger-tip.” The statements in the upanigad 
portion of the Veda remove whatever suspicion we may 
have about any defects in the character of the speaker 
in the text collection here under discussion. For the 
Vedinta texts set forth that the omniscient Lord of 
the world is supremely compassionate; then how can 
we suppose Him to be deceitful ete.? 

61. OBJECTION. However, I have sald that 
language statements have no authority when they 
concern established facts, on the ground that when 
terms are applied to such facts they do not have proper 


denotative power, 
7 
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REFUTATION. This view is not correct, Profane 
language, eliciting a fact by direct application,: even 
though this fact is established, really operates ‘its 
denoting power as fully as it does by applications which 
concern karyas. Consider the illustration that has been 
given above!, When certain manifestations (of joy) in 
a man’s face, which follow on his hearing the 
statement “A son has been born to you,” make it 
appear that the man spoken-to is happy, one instantly 
understands that his happiness is the result of his 
recelving from this statement a knowledge of an 
agreeable meaning, and one then Infers that, for a 
medium-aged person too, this happiness derives from 
the statement. ‘Thus one concludes that, since this 
happiness came to exist upon the existence of the 
statement, the statement itself has the power to convey 
an agreeable meaning. Jf there arises a doubt as to 
which particular ground of happiness among the many 
different grounds that may occur according to past, 
present and future, then consider this. A young boy, 
who wants to understand the meaning of speech, 
immediately upon hearing the same statement receives 
knowledge that a birth ceremony is being held. He 
thinks to himself, ‘There must be a reason for this.” 
Then he considers, ® Is the agreeable meaning which 
has been understood from the statement the cause of 
this knowledge that a birth ceremony is to be held?” 
and he realizes that this meaning was precisely this 
that a son had been born."! | 

And on that issue: Definite knowledge of the 
donation of words in a sentence is had through the 
words that are included or excluded. This being so, 
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words denote their meanings, whether these are 
established things or not. 


62. OBJECTION. However, the relation of cause 
and effect is not just known from the fact that one 
comes into existence upon the existence of the other, 
for that would mean over-extension. Nor does the 
realization that a birth ceremony is to be held follow 
invariably upon the knowledge of an agreeable mean- 
ing; for we find also that the same realization follows 
upon a feeling of distress, namely when the informed 
father is vexed by the trouble of maintaining his 
family,’ 

REFUTATION. Don’t we find that the realization 
of a kdrya is caused by a verbal statement, so that we 
can agree that, for example, the realization that a cow 
is to be fetched following a statement “Fetch the cow’? 
is indeed caused by that statement? When you say 
that, since this realization cannot occur without a 
cause therefore the proximate statement must in that 
ease be the cause of the realization, then I maintain 
that the same holds also in the case of “A son is born.” 

It has been decided by our opponent that the 
verbal denotation of a meaning which causes an action 
to be taken is छ result of the inclusion In the statement 
of a (दो suffix. He who maintains that all words 

only bear meaningfully on Adrya, maintains in effect 
that padarthas'™* exist only in £arya statements and that 
e.g. in the case of cows, horses and the like, which are 
related to bodies, their being a faddriha Is ascertained 
by the inclusion or exclusion of the words denoting 
them in a statement concerning karya. If he says, 
indeed, whenever their being a padartha is significantly 


हि 
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construed, it is construed just as connected with काव, 
we reply, Stop being obstinate; for verbal exchange is 
also possible through denotation of. words that are 
connected with other things than kdryas. | 

' 63. It is necessary to accept the position that 
words are ‘denotative of connected meanings, for 
otherwise it would be impossible to explain that they 
are denotative of meanings connected with kiryas, 
The definition: ‘the thing meant by a word is always 
connected with a karya’ fails to cover the defined topic 
completely; for it does not apply in the case of 
injunctive suffixes, since these suffixes denote their own 
meanings as connected, not with karya, but with 
consequences Of already established facts, such as 
proper qualification on the part of the person enjoined 
etc. Or if it is said that in their case there is 
denotation of connected meanings and in the other case 
denotation of meanings connected with karya, we reply 
that this is a neither old nor young, argument 210 it is 
more appropriate simply to accept the view that there 
is denotation of connected meanings in general. 

64, Therefore, the adherents of ali schools should 
accept that words have proper denotation for the 
meanings they denote because these meanings are 
connected with other meanings that are required to 
complete the sense of the statement, are closely 
collocated and are appropriate. Even if the denoting 
power of language were to be understood only through 
its proper signification in karya statements nlone,!*’ 
even so it is correct when we decide the denotation of 
language to take the standpoint that Adrya is just one of 
the inessential factors of denotation, like the identity 
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of the speaker, the extent of space in which a statement 
can be heard etc, The logicians hold the view that 
the meaning ofa language statement cannot be known 
except by language statement Consequently, there 
exists no inherent relationship with karya as cause of 
denotation in uses of words that have their proper 
signification, just as is the case with floating precious 
stones on water, Just as this floating, however helpful 
it may be to determine the identity of certain diamonds, 
e.g. the brahmin diamond, serves no purpose when a 
stone is being ‘transacted which has already been 
properly identified, similarly the karya, however helpful 
to understand the proper signification of a word, serves 
no purpose once its proper signification has been 
identified. 

65. Moreover, if words denote their meanings 
only as connected with karya, then how can we know 
from them that, for example, there is a relation 
between a fruit and a river-bank, is in a statement 
“There is a fruit on the river-bank ?” If you say 
that a statement of such a substantive relation does not 
denote the relation it states through its primary sense, 
but through secondary sense, then, we may ask, where 
do statements then have their primary sense? If you 
answer: in a arya which is not Previously known 
through other means of knowledge, we reply: no, for 
then no use of words would be possible, since their 
meaning would not yet have been identified. Naturally 
there can be no knowledge of the meaning of a word 
when that word denotes a meaning not Previously 
known through other means of knowledge, and no 


cognition can arise from words with unknown meanings, 
for that would entail over-extension. 
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66. OBJECTION. My position is this, In ordinary 
language a statement is understood to have its 
proper signification when it bears on a sdrya that is 
to be accomplished with a certain action. In Vedic 
language a statement enjoys a special power of denota- 
tion which ‘transcends the transitory root-sense of the 
word “ sacrificing °, and it has this power of denotation 
because it is the means of realizing a certain fruit 
and acquires this power on account of the collocation 
of words describing this fruit; whereas in ordinary 
language, since there verbal exchange is possible also 
to the unsophisticated, this determination of the nature 
of word and meaning is not attendefi to. 

REFUTATION. This position is just wishful thinks 
ing; for a language statement, even if understood in 
your way as bearing meaningfully only on a karya to 
be accomplished with an action,’ does not by that 
token set forth a permanent arya,’ since that would 
mean over-extcnsion, If we cannot know the true 
connection of words even when the usage of our elders, 
through which the denotations of these words 1s under- 
stood, takes place in accordance with these words, then 
we can never know their connection! Ifa language 

statement has lost its postulated true denoting power 
because it is impossible, it does not thereby acquire 
another denoting power. In such cases we surely 
must assume laksang. "|! For when certain words are 
collocated that have incompatible meanings, these words 
do not therefore denote something else altogether, for 
then all word meanings would become unreliable. 

67. Besides, we do not admit that the fact that a 
word has the power to communicate a &arya that is not 
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previously known through other means of knowledge 
proves that there actually exists a relationship between 
itself and the fruit of the action it enjoins, The only 
relation proved of it is that with injunction, not with 
instrumentality. That in a statement there subsists a 
relation with a kdrya which transcends the root-sense of 
the verb cannot be proved except by the relation of 
karya with the fruit of the act, and the latter relation 
cannot be proved without the former. And therefore 
there is a vicious interdependence that cannot be 
refuted. If there is no factor which activates the 
person who, according to the injunction, is specified by 
the heaven that is to be achieved, the injunction itself 
cannot be the means of achieving the desired heaven. 
The rootesense of the words being transitory, the 
statement itself cannot function as this means, 7 
Therefore the assertion that a language statement 
communicates as its proper meaning a karya which 
exceeds this transitory root-sense, cannot be correct, A 
person 15 not specified hy heaven as the object to be 
achieved,! but it is the person who desires heaven who 
is enjoined upon to accomplish the act. Heaven can- 
not be the specification of the person’s qualification, 
because heaven 15 yet to be achieved. Only something 
that has already been achieved, that actually exists, can 
specify the person upon whom an act is enjoined, for 
instance, the real fact of his being alive etc. Conse- 
quently only his desire can specify his qualification for 
the act. 
68. Furthermore, precisely haw is heaven, which 
in your opinion functions as the specification of the 
person enjoined, an object to be realized, a sadhya? 
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If its being a sddhya means that itis fit for a relation 
with a sadhana, it is impossible for heaven to be siddha, 
as: long as its relatability obtains, since it cannot 
become siddha in the meantime. The only authority 
that exists for heaven becoming siddha in the end is the 
injunction itself, while the only authority for the 
Injunction is just this that heaven does become siddha. 
This is plainly a vicious circle. If heaven is the sddhya, 
the injunction is not the sadhya, It is not possible to 
combine two sddhyas in one sentence. 

69. OsjecTion, Indeed, the unity of a sentence 
is broken up’ when it contains two sadhyas that are 
independent, but not when the two are interdependent. 
And here the two sadhyas are interdependent since the 
realization of heaven is contained in the realization of 
the injunction. That ३३ what the Author says: “When 
the niyoga Is realized, everything else in accordance 
with it is also realized; and: “Why should the 
realization of the fruit not be held to be subservient to 
the realization of the injunction 2220 Therefore there 18 
no conflict here. 

REFUTATION, No; unless heaven is realized, how 
can the injunction be realized? Without the realiza- 
tion of heaven neither the qualification, nor the 
object, nor anything else required by the injunction 13 
realized. 

70. Osyection. In the case of the qualifications 
for periodical rites the injunction does not require the 
‘realization of any fruit?" Nor does an injunction to 
one act fail to apply to a person who really desires 
another fruit, The pre-eminence! js really the 
injunction’s; a person is enjoined upon by the injunc- 
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tion to any act in the same way as he ts enjoined upon 
to perform the periodical acts. For the injunction 
draws unto itself the desirous person who himself 
thinks that the heaven which he desires is the principal 
object, in the same way as the injunction to perform 
the periodical acts activates a person, even though he 
does not desire anything, to these acts which bear no 
fruit at all. 

Besides, a person who is desirous of heaven also 
opens and shuts his eyes; for you these actions do not 
subserve his realization of heaven. Why not consider 
the sacrificing an action of the same kind? There are 
some who do not accept that it is a means of realizing 
heaven. | 

T1. REFUTATION. If that is the view, we ask: 
Are the sacrifice etc., which are to be grasped by the 
cognition that they are such means, eliminated from 
the injunction? On this point: When the injunction 
does not mean to convey a relation between the object 
to be realized and the means of realizing it, then all 
acts are fruitless. 

Therefore, it is sound to maintain that from the 
injunctive suffixes there results first the cognition that 
they are indeed the means to realize the desired object, 
and that subsequently the desire for this object prompts 
a person to undertake the act of realization, But it is 

improper to maintain that the primary denotation 
occurs in the expressing of a meaning that was 
previously unknown, and that the denotation in, the 
expressing of any other meaning is Secondary. We 
conclude that ordinary, non-Vedic statements give rise 
to cognitions concerning meanings that are just so 


established by these statements, 
8 
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2. OBJECTION. But these cognitions do not arise 


nt a 


from the denoting power of language, but result from 
Inference. For these statements, though their denota- 
tions In conveying certain meanings are consciously 
known once their proper meanings have been learnt, 
do not furnish complete certainty about their meanings 
merely upon being: heard by a listener, when they are 
accompanied by doubt which is created by the listener’s 
observation that in one case or other statements have 
deviated from their proper meanings. And, unless 
there be complete certainty, the meaning will remain 
unknown; for no knowledge can arise in one’s mind 
from uncertainty. 

If the meaning of a statement is not known, 
the listener wants to discover it: “ The speaker uses 
words whose meanings apparently admit of being 
connected; and reliable persons do not use words 
whose connections are unknown;” and the listener 
realizes that therefore the speaker has knowledge of 
such a connection. If the knowledge of connection ìs 
thus inferred, the meaning discovered by the listener 
does not require the authority of verbal testimony. 
Consequently, since ordinary language statements are 
dependent on the speaker’s cognition, they terminate 
in that cognition through Inference alone. - 

73. REFUTATION. This view is not correct; for 
a word conveys its right meaning as its natural func- 
tion, and the observation that in one case the statement 
happened to be untrue under the influence of defects 
in the speaker's character should not give rise to a 
general suspicion which would cause all statement to 
give up its natural capacity of conveying its meaning. 
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The suspicion that a fire may not burn in other cases 
because in one case, when obstructed by mantras, it 
fails to burn, does not make fire fail to burnt And the 
fact that the sense of vision may give rise to a cogni- 
tion which docs not correspond to reality—e.g. that 
nacre is silver—as the result of some optical error does 
not signify that the visual sense cannot produce true 
cognition of the visible presence of a pitcher etc. 


Therefore, a statement does indeed instantly 
convey a certain meaning to the listener ifhe knows 
the rclation between the words and their meanings. It 
does not require knowledge of the basis. Before there 
is complcte knowledge on the part of the listener about 
the basic knowledge of the speaker, and, further, when 
the meaning has been expressed, the question rises: 
“How does he know this?” and Inference proceeds to 
resolve that question. You want to infer: ‘* Did the 
speaker know something ?” or wish to infer his knowledge 
ofthe connection of the different meanings. But the 
mere knowledge that the speaker knew something is not 
enough for utterance and action concerning a state- 
ment—meaning to proceed. Inference of a cognition 
concerning the connection of diflcrent meanings is im- 
possible without a prior cognition of such a connection. 
This being so, the meaning of the statement must be 
known first. For cognitions whose particular objects 
are not connected, are not connected themselves. Nor is 
a particular meaning established by cognitions that are 
inferred to be such. If you say that any word combina- 
tion which is able to convey a certain connection 
produces knowledge of just this connection, I maintain 
that the connection of the particular meanings must be 
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known previously; unless a connection has already 
reached the level of cognition it cannot give rise to being 
expressed in a statement. 

- 74. To conclude, the cognition of an established 
fact in statements -like “ there is a fruit on ‘the river- 
bank” is strictly of verbal origin and does not arise 
from Inference. Therefore the position that statements 
produce valid knowledge only if they deal with a 
previously unknown kdrya is taken only by people whose 
judgments are stuitified by their continuous preoccupa- 
tion with their own theories, In the manner set forth 
above it is true that statements may bear meaningfully 
and informatively on other meanings as well. 

Consequently, all the statements of the Upanisads 

which set forth the existence of a categorically different 

Person (e.g. “He is the overlord of the Universe, 
sovereign of all. He commands all the world”. 
९६ AJl this is manifest to Himi!5 हट?) are authoritative 
etc.”’) are authoritative as to what they state, since they 
produce indubitable and unreversed knowledge of their 
contents. 

75. Nor do statements concerning established 
facts lose their authority simply because of the con- 
sideration that repetition or reversion might be antici- 
pated on the strength of our assumption that either a 
corroborating or an invalidating cognition about the 
same facts could conceivably occur; for the same thing 
would also apply to statements concerning fdrya. Be- 
sides, 4 kdrye can also be known through other means 
of knowledge, e.g. the kérya that firewood is to be 
fetched; for it has been admitted that that Aarya can 
also be known through another means of knowledge as 
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in the case of the cooking of the odana,!si Or if a 
statement which sets forth a karya about a categori- 
cally different act like the agnihotra is held to be 
authoritative because no other authority for it can be 
conceived to exist,—why, since there is not a ghost of 
other authority for the existence of the Bhagavan whose 
personality consists in unsurpassed knowledge, sove- 
reignty and beatitude, it is all the same, depending on 
what partisan view one takes! 


Moreover, if a cognition concerning a content that 
is also known through another means of knowledge 
does not recognize its own content as authoritative, 
since it has already been taken care of by another 
authority, this non-authoritativenes of its content is 
beyond experience for it is a mere matter of assump- 
tion. Therefore it must be-maintained that all indubi- 
table and unreversed knowledge is authoritative, 
regardless of whether its content is established, or yet 
to be performed, or anything else. Hence we reject 
our opponent's position. 


76. The objection'™ that omniscience is acquired 
by means of the regular senses is Incorrect,!5 because 
Sruti contradicts it: “ He sees without eyes, hears with 
ears; he who does not see with the eye, who sees the 
eyes, has neither effect nor instrument | ११३५ « know- 
ledge, strength and action are natural to Him,” etc, 
These Srutis do not speak metaphorically, for there is 
no authority for this assumption. Metaphorical usage 
is assumed when the primary meanings of the Srutis 
make no sense, Since the primary meaning here makes 
sense, the assumption of metaphorical use is baseless. 
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। 77. Osyection, But in this case we have in fact 
reason to cancel the primay meaning, because the 
primary sense militates against other means of know- 
ledge. 

REFUTATION, What other means of knowledge? 
Not, to start, Perception, for we see no Perception 
occur which shows that the said Person is non-existent, 
If you retort that non-existence is decided by the non- 
apprehension of what should be there, we reply that this 
does not hold in our case since the object, that ts the 
said Person, is actually apprehended through Scripture 
itself, which 15 the highest-ranking among the assembly 
of the means of knowledge. Nor does it militate against 
Inference; for how could an Inference which disproves 
that Person arise at all, slow-moving as it is, when its 
object is instantly refuted by the rapidly arising 
scriptural cognition? Moreover, if this were so, the 
relation of sacrificing etc, to heaven, apirva'*® etc., 
would logically be contradicted by the fact that 
Sacrificing etc. are actions, when Scripture did not 
cancel such reasoning, True, the identity of sacrificial 
pole and sun, which is asserted by Scripture, is 
cancelled by another means of knowledge, namely 
Perception alone, because the difference between a 
piece of wood and the disc of the sun 15 indeed obvious. 
Besides, in this case it is legitimate to assume 
metaphorical usage, for the statement of this identity 
is an arthacdda, since it forms one single statement with 
the proximate injunction about the unction of the 
sacrificial pole. There is no other injunction to 
which it could be accessory as an arthardda. 
Alternatively, inasmuch as the human importance of a 


al 
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statement would be lost if there were no injunction to 
connect it with, an injunction may be supplemented 
and then the arthavida is regarded as accessory to that 
supplemented injunction. 


TB. The objection" ihatas long as statements fail 
to prompt the operator of the means of knowledge to 
being active or to prevent him from being active, they 
do not communicate self-sufficient information, docs 
not hold good. For, we find that statements have 
human importance also outside any connection with an 
Injunction ; in such a case it will be as in the statement 
“A son has been born to you,” and the like, Nor need 
an injunction be supplemented in these cases. For 
without an injunction, too, joy arises from the informa- 
tion that a son has been born. Likewise, a statement 
which is self-sufficient tn merely expressing particular 
actions which questioners want to know in exchanges 
of question and answer—e.g. “Which action?” 
6 Cooking !’’—do not require the supplementation of 
an injunction, In the upanisadic texts the knowledge 
of brahman is declared to be rewarded by great bliss : 
“the brahman-knower becomes brahman’’; ३ 15 the 
brahman knower attains the supreme ° ;** ® (he sdman 
cantor attains with brahman all that he desires: "2161 
the human importance of statements without injunc- 
tions is quite clear from these and other scriptural 

words. 

' To sum up, when it 1s established that the 
Bhagavan is the treasury solely of beautiful qualities of 
direct universal cognition, compassionateness etc,, 
qualities which are true and natural to Him, and 
which we know from hundreds of quoted §rutis, then it 


64 AGAMA PRAMANYAM 


is also established that the Tantra which is based on 
His universal cognition is authoritative indeed. 


79. OBJECTION. Granted that, as you have ‘des- 
cribed it, there exists some Person who is endowed 
with natural omniscience, as it is known from the 
upanisads, yet, unless it is absolutely certain that this 
Person is indeed Hari, Paficaratra will not be authori- 
tative. 

REFUTATION. This is a worthless remark; no 
experts in the Veda dispute that the Supreme Soul, 
cause of the entire universe, 1s Vasudeva. For He 1s 
revealed in the upanisads as the Supreme Soul: 
‘ Truth, knowledge, infinite; that Is the supreme step 
of Visnu. Vasudeva is the ultimate matter, the ulti- 
mate spirit?’ 162 "Tie was alonc beyond who became 
this world ” ; 6 higher than whom there is nothing at 
all”? in accordance with the subject expressed in these 
statements there are passages like: ५ From whom these 
beings...” “Sat alone, my son ..” Therefore Visnu's 
perfect knowledge is established by the'upanigads. 
And it is not declared in §ruti that the origination, 
subsistence and destruction of the world are caused by 
anyone but Him. Hence there is a consensus that He 
is the supreme omniscient soul. | 

That He is the Supreme Soul we learn also’from 
the statements of Dvaipayana, Parāśara, Narada and 
other great seers. Thus: Know thou, © tormentor 

of thy foes, that the entire world rests on Visnu. ‘fhe 
Great Visnu creates the totality of creatures, moving 
and unmoving. In him they go to their reabsorption, 
from Him they originate,” “The glorious Sage 
Niriyana, without beginning or end, is the sovereign 


हि 
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Lord, He creates the creatures, those that stand still 
and those that move. That He is the Supreme 
Brahman is also learnt elsewhere. Kegava, O best of 
the Bharatas, the Blessed One, is the sovereign, the 
supreme soul, the entire universe: thus it stands 
revealed in many places of the Scripture.’ 163 ®t For 
those who seek to know the supreme principle by means 
of many-sided reasonings Hari alone is the Principle, 
the great Yogin, Narayana the Lord. ’"' 


Likewise in the Dinadharma, 


‘“Padmanabha is the Supreme Soul, the highest 
One, the pure One, the Refuge. This is the secret 
doctrine of the Veda; dost thou not know, sacker of 
cities? By His grace do we all cause the worlds to exist. 
And the trusted ones, and the first among the 
immortals, and the gods are held to be His repre- 
sentatives. Jf Visnu is indifferent, no good will come 
to us,” 


Thus Rudra’s word, Similarly, in the Mahi- 
bhārata and Matsya Purana, 

“He who amongst them is the Supreme Soul, He 
indeed is the eternal, unqualified, perfect One; He is 
to be known as Narayana, for He 3s the world-soul, the 
Spirit.” 

Likewise in the Varaha Purana, 

“Who, excepting the Lord Narayana, is superior 
tothe God whose conduct has become the life-order on 
the earth ?’’ 


“There has been no God greater than Narayana, 
nor shall there be; this is the secret doctrine of the 
Vedas and the Purinas, O excellent ones,’ 


9 
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Likewise in the Linga Purana, 

“Janardana is the sole Spirit, the highest One, «the 
Supreme Soul, from whom Brahmi was born; from 
Him Rudra and from Him all the world.” | 

Likewise Parafara’s word, ' 

“The world has originated from Visnu ‘and'‘ on 
Him it rests. He is the maker of its subsistence and 


its destruction.” 

Likewise in the Manavadharmaégastra,'”’ | 

‘Narayana is higher than the unmanifest; the 
World-Egg originates from the unmantifest, Within 
the Egg are all these worlds as well as the earth with 
her seven continents.” ' 

Therefore, the study of these and similar srutis, 
smirtis, epical texts and purāņas proves that Vasudeva 
is the universal cause, the Supreme Soul. 

80. Nordothe Srutis declare that Rudra is the 
Supreme Soul, or that any other deity is. On the 
contrary, the followers of the Ekayana sakha' say that 
he has an origin, and the same is found in the Veda 
itself: “Darkness was here....from which Rudra ts 
born; that is the greatest in all the worlds, that indeed 
is the oldest in the worlds.” “Similarly, Rudra’s posi- 
tion is clearly known to bea result of his karman He 
obtained his greatness by propitiating Visnu.’’ “From 
the forehead sprang a drop; from that Rudra was 
born.??163 - 

These and other érutis declare that Rudra was 
born. This being so, the statements that In appearance 
convey the greatness of Rudra and others really serve 
as laudatory statements, like’ the sruti: ‘tthe ear 15 
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brahman. Consequently, the passages in the 
Puranas which declare Rudra etc. to be the Supreme 
Soul have not their primary meaning, because they are 
in conflict with Perception and Scripture. 


81. Concerning the objection that the assertions 
ofthe doctrines of the Tantras are to be rejected since 
their greatness is set forth only in non-Vedic Tantric 
texts, we say that Visnu is stated to be the Supreme One 
in the texts of the Way of the Vedic doctrine. For 
example in the Visnu Purana, 


“The Supreme Soul, the Basis of all creatures, the 
Supreme Lord is called by the name of Visnu in Vedas 
and Upanisads,’"!? 


In the Variha Purina, 


"The Supreme Brahman is Visnu; the triple 
division in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine is here 
set forth; the ignorant do not know this. There has 
been no god greater than Narayana, nor shall there 
be; 173 this is the secret doctrine of Vedas and Puranas, 
© excellent ones. 

Likewise in the Matsya Purana, 

‘tin those aeons where saliva prevails, the great- 
ness of Visnu is declared. In aeons predominated by 
tamas the greatness of Fire and Siva is expounded,” !™ 

Likewise in the Linga Purana, 

६६ For there is no other recourse ordained but 
Visnu; this’ the Vedas constantly declare, no doubt 
about it.” 

` Likewise in the Vayu Purana, 
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“The Spirit that belongs to the Way of the Veda 
15 explaind to be the thousand-armed supreme lord of 
creatures.”” 

Likewise in the Bhavisyat Purana, 

४५ Visnu is traditionally known to be the Sepreme 
in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine. ‘Visnu is the 
greatest among persons, the most exalted Supreme 


Person. i7 
All this has alrcady been explained in great detail 
in the Purusanirnaya'® and is therefore not further 
enlarged upon here. Therefore, how can our tongue 
endeavour to say that the Tantra which is revealed by 
Visnnu who is known from the Upanisads is false? 
For He is such that He has an immediate insight into 
the dharma of Consecration, Propitiation etc., by virtue 
of the omniscience that is natural to Him.??7 
82. Considering that the sensual pleasure to be 
had from attainment of heaven, the birth of a son etc. 
is inseparable from various forms of misery and does 
not,continue for long, the supreme sages Sandilya, , 
Narada and others have rejected this pleasure, which 
in their view was really misery, and in order to attain 
the release left their dwellings to become mendicants ; 
and they have decided definitively that He has created 
the Paficaratra Sastra which sets forth the knowledge 
and manner of propitiation of Himself which constitute 
the sole means of attaining the unparalleled beatitude 
they sought. 
83. This argument cannot be extended to other 
Tantras, for in the various authors of those Tantras 
error etc. is possible. It is impossible that Perception 
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or another means of knowledge forms the basis for the 
other Tantras, and they themselves do also not claim 
that Scripture is the basis. Besides, because they 
communicate a meaning that ts incompatible with the 
conclusions of the upanisads the view that these 
Tantras are based on Perception or Scripture is 
sublated. 

For there are four kinds of followers of the way of 
life set forth in those Tantras, the Kipilikas, Kāla- 
mukhas, Pagupatas and Saivas. The Kapilika doctrine 
is described as follows: the reward of release is attained 
by knowing what the six mudrikds'” are and by wearing 
them, not by knowing Brahman. As they say, “He 
who knows the identities of the six mudrikas and is 
expert in the supreme Mudra, and meditates upon the 
selfin the vulva posture, attains nirvana.’ The six 
mudrikas of the Kapalikas are stated to be the earring, 
necklace, pendent, head ornament, ashes and the sacri- 
ficial theread: there are two more subsidiary mudras 
described, namely skull and skull-staff. One whose 
body is marked by these mudras will not be reborn in 
the world,” Now, the Srutis do not bear out their view 
that the knowledge of such paraphernalia, the wearing 
of them and the concentration on the body in the 
immoral vulva posture are means to attain release, for 
the grutis expound that release is attainable only by one 
who has renounced all sensual desires of this world and 
the other world and who concentrates on the soul 
Vasudeva as the cause of the entire Universe: “knowing 


Him one goes beyond death; there is no other path to 
tread ctc,??179 


The same is,true of the Kalamukhas who teach 
that certain practices, which are condemned by all the 
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Sistras, like cating from a skull, bathing in and tasting 
of ashes of cremated corpses, carrying a jaguda stall, 
putting up wine-cups and worshipping the deity in 
them, wil] secure al] material and immaterial desires: 
these teachings are outside the Veda. i 
84, Also some of the teachings of the Päśupatas 
and the Saivas in which compatible and incompatible 
elements are indiscriminately mixed are likewise out- 
side the Veda, The Paéupata system is ‘as follows: 
there are individual souls which are called pagus, 
cattle, and their overlord is Siva, the Lord of Cattle. 
To assist the souls Siva has composed the 
Paficadhyayi.' There the five Categories are ex- 
plained, namely, Cause, Effect, Injunction, Yoga and 
the Cessation of Misery. The Cause is of two kinds, 
material and instrumental, Rudra ts the instrumental 
cause and a sixteenth part of him is the material cause. 
The Effect comprises the elements from Afahat'* to 
earth. The Injunction is stated to comprehend 
principally a number of rites, secret practices, bathing 
and lying in ashes etc.’ The Yoga is said to be con- 
centration and the muttering of formula, OM etc. 
The Cessation of Misery is held to be release; thus the 
five Categories are enumerated.—The term ‘cessation 
of misery” means total and final cessation of misery- 
The system holds that this cessation or release is defined 
by the annihilation of all the qualities of the differential 


soul. 
This conception of God is held by the Saivas as 


well as the others. And this view of God is entirely, 
incompatible with Scripture, for it is, revealed in Sruti 
that the Supreme Brahman is both the material and the 
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Instrumental cause of the Universe. Also, it is 
repeatedly revealed in the scriptures that release con- 
sists in perfect bliss. As the authoritativeness of these 
Tantras is already vitiated by their mutual contradic- 


tions, it is not really necessary for them to be rejected 
with the stick of the Veda. l 


85. Moreover, the Saivas etc. accept stages of 
life etc. that are outside the varndsrama system that is 
proved by the Veda and are ‘consequently outside the 
Veda, As they say,’ merely by entering Consecration 
one becomes instantly a Brahmin. A man becomes an 
ascetic by accepting the Kapdlika vow.” 

86. Let it not be said, How could Rudra, who is 
very trustworthy, promulgate such a vast collection of 
texts which are not authoritative? Nor is it right to 
hold that these texts are based upon the recollection of 
an author of the same name as Siva, because the 
ground is overextensive. For the theory that the author 
was in error and could be in error, because he was not 
Siva but some other person with the same name, can 
only follow if the Veda sublates the system; this latter 
ground is sufficient to prove the lack of authority of 
these texts and entails no overextension to other texts, 
And error 13 not entirely impossible in the case of such 
persons as Rudraetc. Or else one may reason that 
since Rudra may have composed such a system for the 
purpose of deceiving the world because he is known as 
a promulgator of deceitful doctrines, it is not even 
Necessary to assume error on his part. For thus it 
reads in the Varaha Purana, 

“For Thou, strong-armed Rudra, must cause 
deluding doctrines to be expounded, the deceptions of 
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jugglers and the like as well as conflicting practices. 
Having shown that the fruit can be won with little 
effort, you must delude all these people quickly.” 

Similarly, the venerable Rudra himself shows 
in the same Purana that the Saiva and the like scrip- 
tures which are there being discussed are apostate from 
the Veda, that only apostates from the Veda are quali- 
fied for these doctrines and that their only purpose is 
Just to deceive them. “I have propounded this §astra 
as though it were correct doctrine in order to deceive 
those who have deserted the Way of the Veda,’ From 
that time onward, O excellent Ones, the people who 
believe in the scriptures promulgated by myself do not 
respect the Vedas. Thus the Pisupata and like 
doctrines are active in the Kali Age," 

Likewise he shows that the worship concerning 
himself as it is propounded in the Pagupata Tantras 
and other such Tantras is different and does not form 
part of the worship of the Bhagavan: “The said act of 
worship concerning me which is being observed 1s 
really outside the Veda. This ritual called PaSupata is 
the lowliest and deceives men.! Only the lowest people 
worship me with exclusion of Visnu.’7" The large 
numbers of statements like the preceding ones will not 
be written out here, because they are too numerous. It 
is clear enough that those who follow these scriptures 
are outside the Veda, as is stated in the same Purina: 
“He cursed those who kept the observances of hairtuft, 
ashes and skull, Be you outside the Veda and disquall- 
fied for Vedic rites. In the Kali Age all those who 
assume that appearance, wearing hairtuft and carrying 
a laguda stick, exhibitng arbitrary observances and 
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carrying false lingas about, all these hair-tuft wearing 
devotees of Rudra are consumed by the fire of 
Brahma’s curse.’ These practices are well-known 
in the Saiva scriptures: “Rosary, and bracelet in the 


hand, a hair-tuft on the head, a skull, bathing in ashes 
etc,” 


Similarly, he declares in the Aditya Purana that 
along with relinquishing the Bhagavan they relinquish 
the Veda: “Others, those that wear ashes and hair-tufts 
as described have formerly been made to relinquish 
the Veda as well as God Narayana on account of 
Gautama’s curse,”"!?! 


Moreover, those fools who pass censure on 
Vasudeva arc to be regarded as heretics, for thus it is 
declared in the Linga Purina, “Those who consider 
the Supreme Person to be equal (to Siva) are to be 
regarded as heretics who are expelled from the Way of 
the Veda.’?!% 


To conclude, it is these followers of other Tantras 
of whom! it is said, in the smrtis: “Heretics, crimi- 
nals etc.”, that they should not be honoured even with 
aword; and the declaration “Which are outside the 
Veda...” refers to them. Consequently, since it cannot 
properly be said of the other Tantras that they are 
based either on Veda or on Perception, another cause 
must be assumed for them. 


87. Onjection. If it is true that for these 
Tantras another basis must be assumed, let the defect 
be granted. But is in your own view knowledge not 


sel f-proved ? 
10 
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REFUTATION. Certainly; but this self-validity of 
knowledge is here negated by these two defects of 
sublation, namely, sublation through Perception and 
through Scripture, for both these defects are plain in 
their case. The equality of Paficaritra Tantra and 
those other Tantras which has been postulated on the 
ground that both happen to be Tantra, while in fact 
one of the two is incompatible with Scripture and 
plainly shows a different provenance, would mean that 
Brahmin Murder and Horse Sacrifice are on the same 
level because both are actions: For in the case of 
Paficaritra Sistra we have positive certainty that it is 
based on Scripture and Perception. 

88. Osyecrion, J made the objection’ that if 
its being based on Scripture follows from its being 
established by the Veda, then it cannot be assumed 
that the author was independent. 

REFUTATION. No, Surely, we can assume no 
independence in man, but for God it is revealed in 
Scripture, e.g., “To Him all the world is manifest, , .” 
“From fear for Him... 

89. OBIECTION. Butif the Paficaratra traditions 
are really derived from the Veda, then how is it that 
no recollection of the Vedic words which furnishes 
this basis has persisted among the Paficaratrikas, 
whereas the meaning of these words apparently does 
persist? It is not right to contend that only the recol- 
lection of the meaning is important because that has 
purpose while the recollection of the actual Vedic 


statements is to be disregarded because it is purpose- 
less: for it is not proper to forget that from which the 


meaning’s authority derives. 
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Or if, in order to justify this oblivion, the stand- 
point is taken that the doctrine is based on a Vedic 
sakh§ which has been lost or which is always deducible, 
then whatever doctrine a person adopts he can always 
make authoritative simply by attributing it to a lost 
sakha; however, it 13 hard to prove what a lost or 
deducible ई ३ actually contain. 


Or if these traditions are based on an extant 
Sakha, then others would know it as well as the author, 
and hence his taking the trauble of promulgating these 
texts would be purposeless. 


RerutraTion. ‘The reply to this is as follows: The 
Bhagavan, who has an immediate presentation of the 
entire collection of the Veda by virtue of the perfect 
knowledge that is natural to Him, observed that his 
devotees were not firm enough in their minds to retain 
and transmit the lessons of all the various Sakhas which 
consist of widely scattered injunctions, artharddas and 
mantras of many different kinds, and having observed 
this he was moved by his compassion to condense the 
meaning of the Veda in an easily comprehensible way 
and to teach itso. On this showing nothing is un- 
established. As they say "The blessed Hart took the 
essence of the Upanisads and condensed it, the Sage, 
out of compassion with his devotees for their con- 
venience,” 


The other objections made," which are equally 
applicable to all Traditions of Manu and the others, 
are easily answered by all those who have madea 
diligent study of the commentaries on the Tantras and 
are not further enlarged upon here. 
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30. Onyection. The thesis that the Paftcardtra 
Tantras are based on the Veda is disproved by the fact 
that we find in these very Tantras a condemnation of 
the Veda. For it is said that Sindilya, failing to find 
ameaning of human importance in the four Vedas, 
learnt this distra, 


REFUTATION. This is the objection of someone 
who does not know the distinct meaning of the state- 
ment. For this censure does not mean to censure 
something deserving of censure, but rather to praise 
something else than that which is censured. For 
instance, In the Aitareya Brāhmapa the censure passed 
on the pre-dawn oblation “Morning upon morning 
they speak untruth,”' is understood to praise the 
post-dawn oblation. It ts as inthe Manavadharma- 
Sistra: “The Rgveda is of gods and deities, the 
Yajurveda of man, and the Simaveda of the deceased; 
therefore its sound is impure; here the censure of 
the Simaveda serves to praise the other Vedas. Or as 
in the Mahabharata: “Formerly the assembled seers 
placed the four Vedas and the Mahābhārata in the 
balance, one at one side, the other at the other side. 
And since in bulk and in weight the latter pre- 
ponderated, it is called the Great Bharata for its bulk 
and weight,’ ‘This is said, not to belittle the Vedas, 
but to bestow praise on the Mahābhārata. In this 
same way the above statement must be taken as praise 
of the Paficaritra. Just as the censure of the pre-dawn 
oblation etc. does not really intend censure, since 


elsewhere in the same texts they are praised, so will it 
be in our case too. In Paficaratra, too, we Irequently 
find praise of the Veda; for example: ‘Nothing that 
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३६ made up of words is superior to the Veda, thou who 
art seated on the Lotus. Thatis said by the Upanisads 
which set forth the knowledge of truth” etc. 


91. Besides in the quotation catursu vedesu'™ the 
meaning is not that there is no purpose of human 
importance in the Vedas but simply “failing to find 


the purpose of human importance which is in the 
Vedas h कि वि 


OBJECTION. However, the principal connection in 
this sentence is between “failmg to find” and ta pur- 
pose of human importance;’’ not between “purpose of 
human importance” and “in the Vedas.” 


REFUTATION. Don’t argue like that, for there is 
no negation in the sentence. For it 1s not so that this 
purpose of human importance ३३ absent from the 
Vedas: hence the sentence “failing to find that pur- 
pose of human importance which is in the Vedas, and 
desirous of finding it, he learnt the Paficaratra Sastra,” 
conveys that both Revelation and Pajicardtra have the 
same meaning. 


92. The further objection’ that Paficaratra is 
non-Vedic because of the injunction that those who 
are qualified for Vedic sacraments etc. must undergo 
such sacraments described as Consecration because 
they are propitiations of the Lord, does not hold good. 
For such statements as agnavatsavam. . ° which enjoin 
the sacrament of consecration upon those qualified for 
Initiation etc, as accessory to the ritual of the 
jyotistema etc. do not therefore become non-Vedic. 


Or if the ground for its non-Vedic character is the 
injunction of sacraments other than the Vedic ones, 
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the ground is inappropriate, because of the circular 
argument it involves: only if the non-Vedic character 
of Paficaratra Sastra is proved, it is proved that these 
sacraments are really different; and ifthe latter 15 
proved, it is proved that Paficaratra Sastra is non- 
Vedic. 

Moreover, the ground is either that the Paficaratra 
sacraments are different from all Vedic sacraments, OF 
that they are different from some Vedic sacraments. 
Not the latter alternative, fOr this would mean that the 
sacrament of Initiation etc. 1s non-Vedic because it 15 
different from the sacrament of Tonsure; nor the first 
alternative, because it does not escape the said defect ? 
for the sacrament of Initiation is not different from all 
Vedic sacraments; and we have said that the 
difference {of Paficaratra sacraments) from Vedic 
sacraments is disproved on the ground that Pañcarātra 


Gästra is Vedic. 


93, The objection™ that Paficaratra 1s ou 
the Veda, because like the Pagupata Tantra it 15 not 
included among the fourteen sciences which are held 
to be authoritative of dharma, would also have an 
occasional application to the texts of the Bharata and 
Ramayana composed by Dvaipayana and Valmiki. 


94. The objection that Paficaratra 15 non-Vedic 
because itis rejected by the blessed Badarayana 15 
incorrect, For how could the blessed Dvaipayana”™” 
be thought to reject the Bhagavata doctrine, while he 
himself is a supreme Bhagavata, model for all the 
world? It was he who said, “This has been extracted 
from the Bharata in Its full length of one hundred 


tside 
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thousand §lokas after it had been churned with the 
stick of thought, as butter is extracted from curds, and 
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the 
Aranyaka from the Vedas, and the amrta from the 
herbs: this A¢ahopantsada which is consistent with the 
four Vedas and the demonstrations of Samkhya-and 
Yoga 1s called the Paficaratra. This is bliss, this is 
brahman, this is the summum bonum. Being consistent 
with Rk, Yajuh and Sdman and the Atharvingirasas, 
this discipline will of a certainty be authoritative.’??™ 


And in the Bhismaparvan too: “Brahmins, 
Ksatriyas, Vaisyas and Siidras as described are all to 
worship, serve and honour Madhava according to the 
Satvata ritual that has been promulgated by 
Samkarsana, at the end of the Dvapara age and the 
beginning of the Kali age,” 


Also in the Sintiparavan: ‘Certainly, the 
Vaisnava must undergo Consecration with all effort: 
for Hari will be particularly graceful to one who has 
been consecrated and to no one else. One should 
consecrate a Brahmin in spring, a Ksatriya in summer, 
a Vaisya in the autumn, a Sidra in winter, a woman 
in the rainy season according to the Paficaritra 
doctrine.” And likewise: ‘It has been made 
commensurate with the four Vedas on the great 
Mountain Meru.’’*” 


Now, how could Dvaipayana reject the Pajicaratra, 
which is his own supreme doctrine, comprising the 
sense of the Upanisads, as follows from these and 
a hundred direct and circumlocutory declarations made 
with full respect ? 
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95. ODJECTION. But then how to explain the 
sutra ulpattyasambhavat 22 
Rer. What is the intention of the sūtra? 


CBJEGTION. The following: Since it is expounded 
in the Bhigavata Sistra that the individual soul Has an 
origin, and since this is impossible as it militates 
against Scripture and Logic, therefore this Sastra is 


erroneous. 

REPLY. If that is the meaning of the sūtra, then 
how can the sūtra be intended to reject the Paficaratra 
Sastra? For the Paficaratra Sastras do not accept that 
the individual soul has an origin, which assumption 
would have justified the sūtra’s rejection. 


OBJECTION. But is it not their assertion that 
Vasudeva isat once the supreme material cause and 
the supreme spirit; that from him the individual soul 
Samkargana is born, from Samkarsana the mind called 
Pradyumna, and from the fatter the ego called 


Antruddha ? 

Repty. No. The personal manifestation of God is 
described as being constituted by wyithas,* and the 
word “individual soul’ is assigned to one of these 
vyiihas for practical purposes, in order to prove clearly 
the differences that exist within the Adorable One, 
which differcnces are in accordance with those of the 
varnas, Itisasthey say: “The four ayithas are to be 
worshipped successively by the four varpas succes- 
sively.’ Besides, the words ‘individual soul,’ ‘mind’ 
and ‘ego’ do not denote these fanmatras™ themselves, 
but refer to a person who is the superintending deity of 
these orders and whose personality is entirely different 
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from the order he superintends. Birth is described 
as the acquisition of various bodies, as is said in the 
statement foyena jivan in the Yajurmurdhan,”™! 


Besides, the Author of the Siitras has already 
discarded the druti, smrti and profane views concerning 
the origination and reabsorption of the individual soul 
in the sūtra caracaravpapairayas tu sat tadoyabadeta 
bhaktas tadbhdcabhacitrat.2"* And since, moreover, the 
origination of the individual soul out of Brahman has 
been rejected in the sutras natma sruteh nityatode ca 
tabhpak jt does not occasion a renewed exposition: 
an issue which does not need being made a topic 
would then be made a topic. 


96, This also explains the sūtra za ca kartuh 
karapam 32"4 for it is not said here that the instrument, 
sc. the mind, originates from the agent, sc. Samkarsana. 
For we have already stated that these names solely 
refer to the persons who superintendent these orders 
but are themselves different from them. 


Oxjection. Then why this sūtra at all? For we 
do not find that instruments, like a hatchet, originate 
from an agent, like Devadatta, so that an instrument 
out of an agent makes no sense, 


REFUTATION, Well, then you reject the general 
view that all instruments, vital airs, mind etc, have 
their origin in Brahman which itself is without the 
entire collection of all instruments and rests solely on 
its own power; this view is stated in the text: “From 
it springs the vital air, the mind and all the senseg.**213 


Or if you do agree on this because it is clearly 


proved in Revelation, I ask you why you don’t agree. 
11 
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on it because it is clearly proved in Paficaratra. It is 
not avery proper procedure to deny things that are 
proved by smrti; since both gruti and smrti spring 
from perfect knowledge, they are equally valid. 


97. QOnjection. The sūtra oiffanadibhdve vä 
tadapratisedhah*"* is explained as follows: The Author 
raises the question which one of two alternatives may 
be true: Are these four equally and independently 
sovereign, or has one a quaternity of personalities 
which he has assumed at his own desire? and then he 
points out the defect: if they are equally sovereign, 
none of them can be effects because they are equal; 
when they are different forms of one, what is the pur- 


pose of this division ? 


REFUTATION, That is not correct, because an 
alternative is impossible, For no ane who holds that 
there is a God theorizes that the world has several 
Gods, least of all the Paricaratrikas who hold that 
“Vasudeva is the ultimate material cause’, But this 
one Bhagavan, who has divided Himself into four for 
reasons of sport, protects the entire world. And this 
position is not unjustified, because it is justified in the 
Same manner as the appearance of second-born and 
first-born brothers like Bala and Bharata, For just as 
the Bhagavan, who has created the variety of pheno- 
mena of ether, ‘Wind, Siva, Brahma etc, for His sport, 
and whose sole motivation is the sport of his 
unfathomable power, has voluntarily assumed the 
personalities of Raima, Laksmana, Bharata, Satrughna 
etc., without there being the possibility of logical 
conflict in the same manner the divisions of 
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Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, too, are 
unconflicting. | 


98. Furthermore, vipratisedha?'’ may mean either 
‘because of conflict with Revelation’, on the basis of 
the citation “failing to find in the four Vedas....;” or 
“because of mutual conflict between the Tantias them- 
selves”, The former alternative, incompatibility with 
Revelation has already been refuted as being without 
valid basis. Mutual conflict between the Paficaritra 
Tantras themselves, whose terminological precision has 
been perfected by the rules of Jogic governing principal 
matter, generality, peculiarity, quality and the like, 
does not exist. On the other hand, statements that 
lack the corroboration of logic can have no cogency : 
as the maxim says: “A statement must have precision 
perfected by logic before it can communicate its 
meaning,” 


Consequently, the Author of the Sitras gives the 
lie to those exegetes who, by superimposing on the 
Paficaratra Tantras (whose validity he strongly affirms 
as no less than that of the Vedas, in such assertions as 
“idam mahopanisadam,” etc.) the non-existent 
doctrine of the soul’s origination, explain that the 
siitra means to reject the Paficaritra Tantras. Enough 


of the book! 


99. The meaning of the sutras is this. First the 
Author has set forth that the doctrines of Kapila 
Kasyapa, Buddha, Jina and Pasupati,?" who oppose 
the Author’s own accepted doctrine, are unnatural?!9 
because they conflict with Revelation and logic. Now, 
in order to remove the suspicion that the Paficardtra 
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Tantras (which are his own accepted doctine) are 
equally unnatural with the other doctrines because 
their usual enumeration on an equal plane with the 
others has made them closely associated with them in 
people's thinking, he elicits their validity. 


In the first two siitras the frima-facte case is laid 
down: the Paficaratra likewise has no validity, 
uthatiyasainbhavat, 1.e., on account of the impossibility 
of Samkarsana’s origination which is taught there, 
Why should it be impossible? Because it cannot be 
established in either of two possible cases; either the 
four Vyihas are equally sovereign, or else one God 
exists In four persons; and in either case there is im- 
possibility of origination. If they are equally sovereign, 
they cannot be created because they are equal; if only 
one being is admitted no origination is posstble either, 
since a distribution within one being of creating and 
created parts is inconceivable. 


100. Similarly na ca kartuh karanam: Paficaratra 
has no validity for the further reason that it 18 impos- 
sible that the instrument, sc. the mind called 
Pradyumna, originates from thc agent, sc. the indi- 
vidual soul called Samkarsana, for the hatchet does not 
originate from Devadatta. Or there is this alternative 
explanation of na ca kartek karanam: and for the further 
reason that the instrument does not originate from the 
agent Samkarsana, since according to the text: “Fromm 
it spring the vital air, the mind and all the senses,” it 
is revealed that all instruments really originate from 


Brahman. 
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101. Then follows:  cijfianddibhave ca tada- 
pratisedkeh, By the particle ed this prima-facte case is 
now reversed, What has been said, viz., that there is 
no validity since in neither case origination of 
Samkarsana etc, is possible, is untrue: it is not contra- 
dictory that Samkarsana etc. have originated. Indeed, 
it would be contradictory if they were not vijfandds. 


Viyfianddi is a dvandva compound: “knowledge 
and beginning,” that means: Brahman; thus vijiic- 
nadibhdve means érahmabhdve. Inasmuch as they are 
Brahman (brahmabhare), the origination is not contra- 
dictory. That is to say: by virtue of the fact that the 
unique Supreme Soul Vasudeva, whose omnipotence is 
unbounded, enters into them through His maya, a 
cause-effect relation is justified. The objection that 
the mind cannot originate from Samkarsana, on the 
authority of the Sruti that the mind originates from 
Brahman, is invalidated by the fact that he, sc. 
Samkarsana is vijfidndadt, ie., Brahman. 


102. Furthermore, what is being said in the 
argument na ca kartul karenam? Isit that the instru- 
ment of a certain action does not originate from the 
‘agent of that same action; or that no instrument of 
any action whatever originates from any agent whatso- 
ever? Ifthe first view is taken, we have a conflict with 
Inference, because the argument contains the fallacy of 
proving the proved. The mind, originating from the 
agent Samkarsana cannot be the instrument of 
Samkarsana’s action of originating it, since it itselfis 
the object of the action; nor can it be the instrument 
of the action of being originated, since it itself is the 
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agent of that action. Ifthe alternative view is taken, 
we have a conflict with Perception, because we see that 
for instance a pitcher, though it be the instrument of 
an action of fetching water, yet originates from the 
agent of such an action, the potter. This the Author 
says in the sūtra vipratisedhat: “because there is conflict.’ 


103. Asto the other explanation that has been 
given of these two sutras, since it is oiánādi, Le. 
‘fa ground for validity”, 2 the denial of the validity 
of Paficaratra is not justified, because it entails over- 
extension. The invalidity, which is defined by the 
non-origination of knowledge through repetition or 
dubiety in the Tantras, is rejected, because knowledge 
is actually had from them. In order to remove the 
suspicion of untruth occasioned by the speaker's 
character, the word ad! is used to convey the intended 
meaning that the Tantras are in fact spoken by a trust- 


worthy person. 


Consequently the meaning is this: He always has 
direct knowledge of the entire world by virtue of the 
omniscience which is part of His nature; He bestows 
man’s wishes upon him, when He is satisfied—and he 
is satisfied by meditation alonc; Him the experts in the 
Veda describe as eternally satisfied in all His desires: 
how then can there be defects in Him like error, deceit 
etc. ? 

104. The ‘impossibility of origination,’ which has 
been stated in the first two sutras, is thereupon denied 
for Samkarsana and the other forms of God in the 
slitra vipratisedhat, This means either; “Because there 
is conflict with the Bhagavin’s perception which 18 
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inferred through Paficaratra;” or “Because there is 
conflict with Sruti which is inferred from the same 
Tradition.’ 

105. Orthere is another interpretation: sincethe 
sutras intend to illustrate the rules of exegesis, the 
author first assumes that there is a conflict between 
Sruti and Paficaritra, though in fact there is no such 
conflict, and then reasons this out as follows: 
Suppose that Paijicaratra is in conflict with the veda, is 
this gastra then, like the statements of Manu etc., valid 
or invalid? This question is thereupon answered : ‘It is 
invalid, because of the impossibility of the origination 
of valid knowledge concerning a conflicting sense; and 
this impossibility itself is proved on the ground that 
there is independence of something that is dependent.” 


Thus the sūtra uipatiyasambhovdt means: “because 
it is impossible that a valid knowledge originates, 
Since, as long as the dependent Paficaratra Tradition 
does not start proving the validity of its own sense by 
establishing the validity of its basis, the cognition 
which originates from the independent preterpersonal 
scripture determines the Tradition’s sense as being 
different, and consequently conflicting with itself. For 
Paficardtra conveys that scripture is its basis only as 
long as the sword of direct seripture does not cut its 
root. 

106. Osyection. But why should the Vedas 
themselves be independent, since their validity, too 
depends on the direct cognition of the Bhagavan, 
because this cognition is their cause? Just as the 
Paficaritra Traditions are dependent on His cognition, 
so are the Vedas too dependent on His cognition, 
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Rrrutation. To refute this view, the statement 
is made: nara kariuh karanam: “The Vedas are not 
the product of a maker, i.e, the Bhagavan, Karana 
here in the sense of “things that are made or pro- 
duced,” by the rule “‘suffix-ana in the sense of the 
object of the action.” This then means that the 


Vedas are preterhuman. 


107. Vuyndnadibhdve va tadapratisedhah. If, on the 
other hand, it is not true that the Paficaratra Sastra is 
invalid, then what? fadapratisedhah, ie. non-rejection 
of the origination of valid knowledge (namely, even 
when partly conflicting, the conflicting statement may 
be valid optionally}, because it is based upon the direct 
cognition of the Bhagavan in whom error and deceit 
are impossible as He is a source of vijiiana (vijitinidi- 
bhive): Vijfidna means “knowledge par excellence in 
which no mistake is possible. For since all other 
authors of Dharmasistras are not omniscient, as they 
are involved in samsara, and since therefore they are 
also not entirely selfsufficient, various lapses are con 
ceivable in their knowledge. Whereas in the case of 
the Bhagavan, whose supremacy is natural and un- 
limited, His knowledge is the immediate insight in all 
dharma and adharma, which is natural to Him and true, 
as is known from hundreds of érutis; it is this 
knowledge which in the sūtra is described as vijfiana. 
When such knowledge is the ‘beginning,’ i.e. the basis, 
there is non-rejection, sc. the Sastra is valid 


108. Osjrcrion. But how can it be assumed 
that the Tantra, which conflicts with scripture, has 
validity? For if it is valid, it becomes optional beside 
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scripture; and optionality is deficient in the case of the 
Tantras by eight defects. Option is assumed when 
there is no invariable rule that something should be 
such and not otherwise, because there is no reason to 
reject, in one case or another, an alternative statement; 
for instance: “He must sacrifice with rice,” beside 
‘che must sacrifice with barley.” In the latter case it 
is impossible to climinate one or the other because 
neither of these statements is characterized by in- 
dependence. In the former case, however, there can 
be no such option between scripture and Paficaratra, 

because the two are not equal; for the Vedic statement 

is Independent, because it is preterhuman, whereas the 

Paficaritra statement is dependent. So how can they 

be alternatives and optional ? 


109. REFUTATION. Listen: because Paficaratra 
too 13 independent. 


Onjection. How cana statement deriving from 
a person be independent? 


REFUTATION. Let us ask the logician to explain 
this: must dependence on something else be assumed 
for a statement to be informative, to give positive 
certainty, or to state the truth about its content, or 
to serve a purpose of human importance? 


All four are impossible. When the statement js 
heard, “One must worship the Bhagavin with the 
attendance due an emperor,’ nothing else is re. 
quired for this statement to be informative, because 
the meaning of the words has already become known 
from other contexts. Nor does this small measure of 


dependence prove the weakness of the statement’s 
12 
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validity, for the same weakness would follow for 
gruthi too.??4 

Nor is anything else required for the statement 
ta give positive certainty; for the statement “One 
must worship...” does not occasion doubt whether 
one must or must not worship, since that would entail 
a negation of the direct declaration of the real sense. 

Nor 15 anything required for the statement to be 
true to the facts, for the knowledge produced by the 
statement does not require anything outside its own 
Cause™ to be truc to the facts, because secondary 
validity is inappropriate and not admitted,??” 

Nor is it necessary for the statement to be 
dependent on something else in order to serve a purpose 
of human importance, for the proof of this purpose 
follows from a consideration of the entire body of 
doctrine. In this case, those who have undergone the 
afore-mentioned sacraments have knowledge of the 
content of the statement when they have heard the 
doctrine, and hence they perform the “five-times- 
a-day’ rites, which form this content, and hence 
they attain to supreme perfection; this is learnt solely 
from the Sastra itself, 

110. Or if the objection is raised that, granted 
the self-validity of Paficaratra, this validity 1s not 
complete as long as it has not been made certain that 
there are no defects, after it has been made certain 
that the speaker is reliable,—I reply that this view 
is not correct; knowledge that there are no defects 
does not completely establish validity, since the validity 
arises from the cause itself of defectless knowledge and 
not from the defectlessness of this knowledge. 
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111. Nor is positive certainty about such of the 
speaker’s qualities as his reliability required for his 
Statement to be defectless, because the statement’s 
defectlessness 15 proved solely by its being defectless. 
As the Author of the Varttika declares, “Then the 
qualities {of the speaker) do not exert any influence 
{on the validity of his statement) because (its defectless- 
ness} is already known. The same Author also 
shows that, even when there is certainty about its 
defectlessness, the existence of qualities (like reliability 
in the speaker) is helpful: “When defectlessness is 
known, they are helpful by merely existing.” 

Nor does the validity, when it has been established 
require something else in order that consequent actions 
of acceptance, rejection etc. proceed, because action 
proceeds on the basis of recollection and desire. As 
they say, “Action proceeds on the basis of recollection 
and desire,” 

Moreover, in the case of the selfi-valid Vedas, too, 
we find this same dependence in that their validity 
would not be completely established as long as there 
were no certainty of their defectlessness after the 
certainty about the non-existence of their author, 

112. Oxsjzcrion. But when the non-existence of 
their author is proved without effort by the non-appre- 
hension of what ought to be there, the question of the 
non-validity does not arise for the Veda, for defects 
are impossible without something or someone in which 
they could reside. As they say: "In that case (the 
Veda) the absence of non-validity follows quite 
naturally from the absence of an author; therefore 
its validity cannot be questioned,”’23 
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REFUTATION. Why, in the case of Paficaritra 
too no question can arise about its validity, since the 
absence of defects is casily proved by the fact that the 
omniscient and omnipotent God is its speaker: so the 
argument 15 the same. 

In other words, in both cases of self-validity 
there is positive certainty that there are no defects; 
in the case of the Veda because there is positive 
certainty that no person is involved who could possess 
these defects; in the case of Paficaritra because there 
is positive certainty that its speaker possesses virtues 
which preclude defects. It is here as in the following 
two cases Of absence of heat: there is no heat In ether 
because it is certain that there is no locus for heat in 
ether; noris there heat in cold water because there is 
coldness which precludes heat. 

113. Moreover, neither dependence nor inde- 
pendence is by itself a cause of invalidation, The 
independent cognition that some substance is silver 
while in reality it is nacre is invalidated by the cogni- 
tion: “This is not silver! this cognition itself is consi- 
dered as dependent The cognition ‘ This is that 
flame,” is found to be invalidated by the inferential 
cognition that arises from the disappearance of ०1९१, 
the latter cognition itself is dependent because it arises 
from a sense-perception. The simple truth therefore 1s 
that which is susceptible to invalidation is invalidated 
by that which is not so susceptible; in our present case 
there is no such susceptibility either of Scripture or of 


Paficaratra. | | 
114, Or if you think that it is impossible to give 


positive certainty that the Tantra is promulgated by 
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Vasudeva, as it Is in conflict with Scripture, I ask you: 
Why then does the knowledge arise that Scripture is 
preterpersonal, while it is invalidated because I 
conflicts with Paficaratra? They accept it thatthe Veda 
Is preterpersonal just because it is Veda; but then 
one can equally claim that Paiicaratra is promulgated 
by Vasudeva just because it is Pajicaratra, If the 
preterpersonal origin of the Veda is proved by the 
fact that there ts no recollection of an author, then 
why not agree that Paficaritra is promulgated by 
Vasudeva just because there ts recollection of his 
authorship? For there exists a strong transmission of 
the recollection, extending to women and children, 
that Kegava is the author of the Paficaratra. So great 
a faith do people have in His authorship that they 
erect monuments according to the precepts of Pafica- 
ratra, donating elephants, horses and great wealth 
In Various fees, 

In the Skanda Purana it is said that “Kapila is the 
promulgator of Samkhya, Kesava of Paficaratra,” 
Likewise in the Mahabharata: “Narayana Himself is 
the promulgator of the entire Paficarftra. This great 
Upanisada, consistent with the four Vedas, as well as 
with the doctrines of Samkhya and Yoga, called 
Paficaratra, which was revealed by Narayana’s tongue, 
has been taught to the sages by Narada as he had seen 
it and heard it in the abode of Brahmi.’ From these 
and thousands of other statements in the Puranas, 
which are supported by the rules of interpretation, the 
conclusion follows naturally that Paficaratra was indeed 
composed by Vasudeva Himself. On the other hand, 
some experts dispute that the Veda is eternal? 
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Therefore, the real ground for the thesis that 
the validity of the doctrine of the Bhagavin and 
that of the Veda is above question is this that both are 
causes of defectless knowledge. Consequently, because 
both are cqually exemplary, they are optionally valid. 
It is with this view in mind that the wise Author of the 
Sutras has explained: vijjianadibhave vā tadapratisedhah. 

115. OBjECTION. However, granted that error 
is made inconceivable by the Bhagavan’s omniscience, 
yet, since He is also omnipotent, He can also have 
composed the Paficaratra in order to deceive, Now, 
when people, considering this posstbility, are confused 
in their minds as to which view they should take, that 
this Sastra has been promulgated to deceive them, or 
that it has been stated according to the truth with 
complete attentiveness of mind, what way ts there to 
resolve their dilemma? We should prefer to decide 
that since it militates against Scripture it results 

in disaster. 

Reruration. To this objection the Author replies 
vipratisedhat, ie., on account of the contradiction of all 
gruti, epic, purāņa and worldly experience. If, without 
any reason, merely because the Bhagavan 1s omnipotent, 
the question is raised if He might have intended to ruin 
His devotees, why, then one could also raise the 
question whether He would not burl even the virtuous 
into hell by a whim of His omnipotence and con- 
sequently the whole world would fall into Inactivity ! 
Besides, we could also raise the question whether 
He did not wish to deceive people, because He is 
omnipotent, and thus created in the beginning the 
Vedas themselves with false meanings, which are also 
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suprasensible, took away from Brahmi?® etc. also the 
power of recollecting that He was the creator of the 
Vedas, and from then onward set in motion the 
transmission of Vedic instruction until the present day: 
how can we be sure about it? 

Or the position can be taken that since there is no 
evidence that, while He is indeed omnipotent, He 
acted up to the fulf measure of His omnipotence, since 
there is no purpose for Him to deceive people because 
He is satisfied in all His desires, and since He is not 
in the least affected by defects of parttality and cruelty 
etc. because He abides with natural affection for all 
living beings; and since, if He had composed the 
Paficaratra in order to deceive, it would be impossible 
to demonstrate that the wise men who, upto now, 
learn its Instructions and perform the contents of these 
instructions have forgotten the dcfects of its author, 
it must follow that such a suspicion does not arise; and 
if this view is taken, all this will equally apply to the 
Vedas as weil. 

Therefore, what possible purpose could He who js 
satisfied in all His desires, who is omniscient and 
a treasury of compassion have in deceiving the poor 
people who have failed to understand the meaning 
(of the Veda)? Or how could the supreme sages 
everywhere praise the Tantra as being equal to the 
Upanisads, if it had been composed in order to deceive? 
For thus the saints declare in Varaha Purana, the 
Ramayana and the Bharata etc. that this Tantra js 
an equally esoteric doctrine as the Vedas; and we 
declare the same, “Through Veda, Patearitra, 
through devotion and sacrifice, O Brahmin, I can be 
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attained, and not in any other way, even in hundreds 
of lacs of years. If one among thousands will grasp 
the Paficaratra and, at the expiry of his karman, will 
die my devotee, the Vedas and the Paficaratra will 
dwell in his heart forever,’ This supreme Paficaratra 
doctrine of mine, which is not difficult to grasp, that 
you shall reach to all the world by my grace, 
doubtless,’ The Yogins mediate upon the Eternal One 
with Puranas, Vedas and Paficaritras, and worship 
Him with the proper rites. Thus Samkhya and Yoga 
on the one hand, and Veda and Aranyaka on the 
other hand are one and the same; all together they are 
the members that constitute Paficaratra, O excellent 
one. He who sees through Veda and Paficaratra sees 
truly; this great Upanisada, consistent with the four 
Vedas...” Since the number of these and similar 
statements is infinite, we stop here. If you Still raise 
the question if there cannot be ruin in such a Tantra, 
then there can be no faith in anything. It is with this 
view in mind that the Author sets forth: vipratisedhat. 
Therefore, even if there were a conflict between 
the Bhagavin’s doctrine and the Veda, there still 
would be option between them; but we have already 
expounded that there is no conflict between them 
at all, 
116, Osyection. However, how can the venerable 
Author of the Bhisya? state that those parts which are 
in conflict are invalid: “If there be conflict, it is 


carefully eliminated.” 

REFUTATION. This statement means that those of 
frail minds, who are not strong enough to plunge into 
the deep ocean of rules of interpretation, must not be 
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disrespectful to the Veda, This is comparable to the 
venerable Jaimini’s exposition that the fruits of acts 
serve to Increase people's faith in the acts. 

117. The contention has been voiced that Pafica- 
ratra 1s invalid because “it is accepted by those who 
are outside the Veda.’ But why could one not 
equally well contend that the Vedas are invalid 
because they are accepted by those who are outside 
Paficaratra ? 

Furthermore, what exactly does this mean, being 
“outside the Veda, and what means ‘accepted by 
those who are outside the Veda?” Does “being outside 
the Veda” mean “being different from ihe Veda’ or 
‘doing what is forbidden by the Veda” or “being 
hostile to the Vedas ? ” 

Likewise we must inquire whether “accepted” 
means ‘learnt’ or “known” or “observed.” In all 
cases the ground proves to be defective. 

First of all, if ‘outside the Veda’’ means ‘different 
from the Veda,’ and “accepted means ‘learnt, ” 
then the ground proves to be occasional, since 
it equally applies to the Vedas themselves: the 
Vedic statements, which are valid, are “learnt” by 
members of the three estates, which themselves are 
“different from the Veda.” If you take “accepted” 
to mean “known,” you do not get rid of the same 
defect. If the term “outside the Veda” means 
“different from the Veda,” and “accepted”? means 

“observed,” then there would likewise be an occasional 
application of the ground to the Vedas themselves, If 
‘outside the Veda’’ is taken to mean “performing for- 
bidden acts,” the ground hasan occasional application 


to those statements of the Veda which enjoin expiatory 
13 
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ceremonies. For since statements enjoining expiations, 
e.g. “One must sacrifice with the kusmdnda verses,’ 
whose content is to be “learnt”, “known” and 
“observed,” by those who perform forbidden acts, are 
authoritative, it would follow that the ground “because 
they are accepted by people outside the Veda” is 
occasional, 

Nor are the Paficaritra Tantras invalid because 
they are “accepted” by people hostile to the Veda, for 
the ground is unproved. Besides, acceptance by 
people hostile to the Veda does not by itself refute the 
validity of what Is accepted. If it did, the Path of the 
Heretics would be unbarred; for they endeavour to 
uproot the validity of the Veda. Thus the naked 
Jainas could effortlessly render the Vedas untruthful 
simply by “accepting”? the Vedas in some manner 
by way of deception. 

118. Osyection. <A consideration of such state- 
ments as “He should never use the Veda, except at 
a funerary offering,” shows that the defect affects 
only the unqualified students, not the defectless Vedic 
statements themselves, 

Repty. Then the defect affects only the unguali- 
fied students in the case of the Tantras under discussion 
as well, and not the defectless Tantras themselves; 
so everything is the same, depending on what partisan 


view one takes. 

Or if it be held that ‘‘outside the Veda” means 
“unqualified to perform Vedic acts,” and that Pafica- 
ratra is invalid, like the caityavandana statements,’ 
because it is accepted by those who, being unqualified, 
are outside the Veda, the following distinction must be 
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considered: is the ground here that the Tantras are 
accepted by people unqualified for all Vedic rites, or 
by people who are unqualified for some Vedic rites? 
This point should be clarified. 

Now, the first alternative cannot be adopted, 
because the ground is not proved. For there is no 
human being who is not qualified for any srauta rite 
whatsoever, e.g. non-violence etc., because his human- 
ity as such provides his qualification. Otherwise 
candalas etc. would do no wrong if they committed 
such crimes a brahmin-murder, theft of brahmin- 
wealth, miscegenation with caste-women, study of 
the Veda etc., simply because they were not qualified 
to observe these prohibitions. If a man does something 
he should not do, he commits an offence. It follows 
that everybody is qualified to these Vedic rites, 
which shows that the ground ts not proved and that the 
illustration falls short of the means of proof. 

Nor can the second alternative be adopted that 
the Tantras are invalid because they are accepted 
by people who are unqualified for certain Vedic rites, 
because that would entail the conclusion that all Vedic 
statements are invalid. For every man has some Vedic 
rites for which he is not qualified: the brahmin is not 
qualified for the Royal Gonsecration, the ksatriya 
not for the ritual drinking of soma. Consequently, this 
ground has an occasional application to the Vedic state- 

ments, which are accepted by qualified persons belong- 
ing to the three estates, and is therefore inconclusive. 
As to the illustration, the view that heaven is attained 
by worshipping a caitya is not invalidated by its being 
accepted by heretics, but by the deficiency of its cause. 
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119. We have already said that Pañcarätra 
has been accepted by the Vedic, and among all 
orthodox pre-eminent, sages Bhrgu, Bharadvaja, 
Dvaipayana etc. And in the present day we can also 
observe how exemplary persons of great learning, 
believing that these rites are most effective in attaining 
bliss, perform the rites of temple-building, erection of 
idols, prostration, circumambulation and particular 
festival ceremonies, just as they perform the agnihotra 
and other rituals enjoined directly by Scripture. And 
it Is improper to maintain that their conduct has no 
foundation, for that would entail that such smärta 
rites as crepuscular worship, agtaki etc., are similarly 
without foundation. It has been said that the conduct 
of exemplary people is authoritative,” and also that 
even when they do not know the cause of their custom, 
they do know what is proper custom. 

120. If the ground for the invalidity of Pafica- 
rātra is that it is accepted by Bhigavatas,? well, then 
the scriptural statements of the Ekayana sakha and the 
Vajasaneyaka ¢ikhis and the means of knowledge 
Perception, Inference etc., would also be invalid since 
the Bhigavatas accept those too! This same ground, 
moreover, namely that Paficaratra is invalid because 
it js accepted by the Bhigavatas, suffers from two 
defects; itis both specially-occasional and unproved,*" 
Why is Pañcarātra rendered invalid by their accept- 
ance? If it is because they do not belong to the three 
estates, then the Atharvanic statements whose content 
is accepted and observed by rathakdras, nisddas and 
other groups which do not belong to the three estates 
(Statements like ‘The rathakara must add fuel,” “With 
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that he must sacrifice for the chief of the Nisadas,’’?** 
etc.) would also be invalid. 


Or, be it granted that the acceptance of certain 
rites by outcastes renders them invalid; yet, in view of 
the fact that the eminent brahminhood of these 
Bhagavatas who follow the doctrine of the Bhagavan 
is evident by all criteria of knowledge, their acceptance 
of Paficaratra rather confirms its validity. He says: 
By the same means of knowledge by which the 
brahminhood of one set of people is evident the 
brahminhood of another set of people is evident. 


121, OBJrcTIoN. But when one sees the small 
sons of the twice-born who wear the customary hairtuft, 
sacred thread, paflasa wood stick and mufija grass girdle, 


one knows, the moment the eyes fall on them, that they 
are brahmins. 


REFUTATION. And in our case, when one sees 
learned people who day after day study the Vāja- 
saneyaka and Eksyana sakhas, wear prominently their 
sacred threads, upper garments and hairtufts, impart 
teaching, sacrifice, receive priestly stipends—does one 
not instantly know that they are brahmins? If it be 
held that outcastes, low-caste people etc., may also 
illepitimately sacrifice, teach, carry paldsa sticks etc. 
and that they behave as though they were legitimate 
brahbmins, and that therefore neither costume nor 
conduct provides positive certainty that a man js a 


brahmin, then the same applies to other priests than 
Bhigavatas. 


Or be it granted that there are cases where people 
legitimately display the marks of brahminhood; stit, 
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though there may be doubt about the legitimacy of 
these marks in others because of their resemblance to 
pretenders (just as when there is a doubt that one may 
be mistaken about real silver too because one has 
mistaken nacre for silver), then there can be certainty 
of their being genuine brahmins in all cases when no 
misapprehension occurs, because otherwise doubt 
would conflict with Perception and lead to infinite 

repress. 

122. Or if it be held that the others are genuine 

brahmins because they recollect those gotras which are 

peculiar to brahmins, the same applies to the 

Bhagavatas; for the Bhigavatas have the tradition: 

“We are descendants of Bharadvaja, of KaSyapa, of 
Gotama, of Opagava.”’ 

Nor is this recollection or tradition of gotras un- 
founded or merely contemporary, for the same can be 
argued for all tradition of gotras. If there were doubt 
about descent since error could conceivably occur, this 
would confuse the whole world about the authenticity 
of their brahminhood. After all, anyone may fear 
that he really is a candala if he suspects his mother of 
having had a lover; and how, my excellent opponent, 
can you be quite sure yourself that your birth entitled 
you to Veda-study? Therefure if the brahminhood of 
Bhigavatas, which is completely established by the 
recollection of the various gotras which has been passed 
on in uninterrupted transmission, stands unchallenged, 
then there is no difference whatever in this between 
the brahminhood of Bhagavatas and of others. 

123. Further, ifsome who believe in the Supreme 
Person are monotheists and others who believe in 
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petty godlings are polytheists, is then the same 
authority stated for the brahminhood of the ones as 
well as of the others, or how else is their brahminhood 
known if not by that same authority? If this is the 
question, then listen: there remains a criterion to 
determine brahminhood in either case, either Percep- 
tion, or Inference, or Circumstantial-Implication. 
124. QOsjection. But how can Perception con- 
vey that they are brahmins? For when we are close to 
two individuals whom we have not seen before, one a 
brahmin, the other a ksatriya, of the same age and the 
same appearance, we do not immediately observe the 
distinction that one ts a brahmin and the other a 
ksatriya im the same way as we Instantly observe the 
differeniness of a goat, an elephant, a buffalo etc. Nor 
is it proper to maintain that the visual sense conveys 
the brahminhood of a nearby individual in dependence 
on our recollection of his father’s brahminhood etc.: 
for that recollection itself isimpossible without a previ- 
ous immediate cognition, just as the recollection of the 
son of a sterile mother is impossible. Nor can we 
know from Inference that a man is a brahmin, for we 
do not find a concomitant mark. And such qualities 
as tranquillity, self-restraint, austerity, purity etc., 
cannot be taken as marks of brahminhood, because 
they are available only in the case of a good brahmin 
and because they are not exclusively confined to 
brahmins. Norcan Circumstantial-Implication furnish 
proof of brahminhood, because it is not Jacking in 
season and the fact that the sentence-meaning of the 
statement, ‘In spring the brahmin must add fuel to 
the fire,’ is otherwise unestablished does not there. 
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fore by Gircumstantial-Implication furnish proof that 
amanis abrahmin; for knowledge of that sentence- 
meaning presupposes knowledge of the word-meaning 


of brahminhood etc. 
125. REFUTATION, All this does not make for 
a defect in my argument. There is no invariable rule 
that Perception becomes manifest only at the first 
contact between sense and object and not otherwise 
Perception is that which slumines the unmanifest while 
there is continuity of the operation of the senses. Thus 
there can be Perception of brahminhood ; for when we 
keep our eyes open we note, immediately upon observ- 
ing the particular differentiae of the genus brahmin- 
hood, that the brahminhood is quite clearly noticeable 
in those who belong to the families of the different 
potras—Visistha, KiSyapiya Sathamarsana etc.—, 
who are pure in their conduct, and who display the 
sacred thread, upper cloth, hairtuft and mufiya grass 
girdle. Nor does it run counter to ordinary experience 
that the eyes can convey brahminhood in dependence 
on the observation of the peculiarities of genus. In 
every case the sense becomes the cause of the rise of 
determination of sense-object when favoured by the 
accompanying circumstances of place, time, configura- 
tion etc. It is the natural function of the sensc-organ 
as such to relate itself to these accompanying circum. 
stances. As the author says: “No organ of knowledge, 
whether in Veda or in ordinary process, becomes effica- 
cious in determining the object that is to be realized 
through the accompanying circumstances unless it 
is favoured by these circumstances,” Consequently 
the visual sense, when favoured by the recollection 
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of genus, gives knowledge of brahminhood without the 
object giving up its perceptuality. Soit is evident that 
the visual sense can be the instrument of knowledge of 
genus in dependence on a variety of accompanying 
factors. Gold becomes manifest through its colour 
from copper ete., ghecis differentiated from oil, through 
us smell and taste; fire, which is hidden by ashes, is 
perceived through touching the ashes. Sound may 
provide us with proof that there 15 a horse in the 
distance; a pitcher etc. are known through their 
configuration; brahminhood through descent, and 
also through conduct in certain particulars, which is 
completely protected by the king. 


It‘ has been contended that when we see two 
individuals of the same age and appearance, the differ- 
ence between the two does not immediately appear to 
the eye; but the perceptuality of their differentness is 
not refuted by just this. In this case the non-percep- 
tion of their differentness is caused by the defect of 
similarity. The difference hetween nacre and silver, 
which are similar in appearance and configuration, 
may not be immediately visible, yet that does not mean 
that their difference is not visible at another time; and 
the same holds for the difference between brahmin, 
ksatriya and vaisya. 

Or else, brahminhood ts that which arises from 
the differentiae of genus, and such a product can 
empirically be known just like any other product by 
a process of positive and negative consideration, eg. 
what are the specific characteristics to which the 
elders apply the term brahminhood, or to which 


characteristics is the term applied?” It has been said 
14 
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often that it applies to those who possess recollection of 
gotra, Vedic ancestry etc.; let us not start discussing 
this question again, or we must repeat our old argu- 
ment: it is established that the Bhigavatas are 
brahmins, because they possess gotra etc. 

126. The objection™ was made that the 
Bhagavatas are born from a vaisya vriitya, on the 
authority of the two statements: “The fifth one, the 
Satvata, must worship the sanctuaries of Visnu by royal 
decree; and "he is also called a Bhagavata; he is born 
from a vaigya vritya.” To this we reply: precisely 
what do we learn from these two statements? Is there 
a simple connection of names, or must an invariable 
rule be stated १254 

It is impossible to make ita rule that the words 
Bhagavata and Satvata denote a vaisya vratya, for that 
is not known from the text, and it involves overexten- 
sion, Inthe statement, “the fifth one, Satvata,’’ we 
do not find a denial that the words Bhagavata and 
Satvata denote other meanings, for that would mean 
ignoring the explicit and inventing the unstated. in 
our statement the fifth one, who is born from an 
vaigya vrātya, is understood to bear the name of 
Satvata: “The fifth one, Sātvata "°, since the word 

‘fifth’ is the operative term as it is mentioned first. And 
ifthe fifth is the Satvata, the Satvata is not necessarily 
also be the fifth, namely the vaigya vratya. For when 
the stated subject (e.g. a mountain) 15 possessed of fire, 
the predicated fire does not necessarily possess smoke.” 
Consequently the consideration if a smrti statement of 
this kind cannot give certainty that the words Satvata, 


Bhagavata ett mean vratya. 
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127. If it be argued that since these two words 
also may denote another caste (namely of the vaisya 
vratyas), then the mere fact that certain brahmins are 
denoted by these words proves that these brahmins 
belong to that caste, even though they follow the 
doctrine of the Bhagavan, it would also follow that, 
since we find the collocated word daedrya™ also used to 
denote the issue of a lowly vaisya, therefore an eminent 
brahmin who is an dadrya imparting teaching of the 
Veda with its ancillae and its esoteric teachings is 
thereby denoted as being a vaiSya vritya! If, on the 
other hand, even though a true brahmin 3s denoted by 
the word acarya which denotes a vratya, there still can 
be no suspicion that he actually is a vratya, because 
there is positive certainty of his brahminhood which is 
clearly proved by other means of knowledge, and 
because it is possible that the word dcdrya is used 
figuratively (@edrya as one who ‘accumulates’. 
aeinoti the pupil's knowledge) for a Brahmin teacher, 
then in our case, too, the same argument can be made, 
namely thus: even though they are denoted by the 
terms Satvata and Bhagavata, which denote another 

~ caste, yet there can rise no suspicion that they actually 
are vratyas, because the brahminhood of these 
followers of the Bhagavan’s doctrine is firmly known 
from the recollection of completely obvious clans, 
Vedic ancestry etc., and because it is possible that the 
terms Satvata and Bhagavata have a figurative denota- 
tion of sativa-vai®™’ and bhaga-vat. 
In other words, the fact that the same word de- 
notes both classes of people does not mean that there. 
fore both belong to one and the same caste, lest the 


103 ५ Kagawa VRRILNYAYI 


true brahmin be not made into a low-caste man 
because he is also denoted by the word äcãrna, We 
find that the word hart also means ‘frog.’ Does it 
follow that a lion is a frog because both are denoted 
by the same word? Then word itself would be horned, 
since ‘word’ is denoted by gauh [223 


Consequently, just as the words sudhanvan, dcdrya 
etc., which denote more than one meaning, are also 
used forsomcone born from a vaigya vritya, so also the 
words Bhigavata and Sitvata. 


128, The cantention™ that when the conven- 
tional meaning and the etymological meaning of a 
word collide, it is right to assume the conventional 
meaning of the term, in this case of the terms 
Bhigavata and Satvata, is not correct; for whena 
denotation is appropriate which is the composite of the 
denotations of the component elements of the words, 
then it is not Tight to assume a non-composite denota- 
tion. For he who theorizes that the words sdieata and 
hhdgavata have their conventional meaning in denoting 
someone born froma vaisya vritya, must also theorize 
that the words saltvavat and bhagaval, which are the 
stem and the taddhita suffix built on the stem,”"' have a 
different meaning in a sentence like, “having observed 
the satvata rules, a man becomes a Bhigavata because 
of the merits he has won in a previous existence.’??°7 
This goes to prove the assumption that in thts case the 
word may have a double meaning by etymology alone, 
because it is possible for it ta be used in the sense of 
“issue of a vaigya vrātya.” And it is possible that 
those vrātyas too, despite the fact that they fail to 


AGAMA PRANANYAM! 10१ 


worship the Bhagavin directly, yet may be denoted by 
the words satvata and bhagavala, because of their work 
discipline of cleaning up Vasudeva’s temple, clearing 
away the dali offerings, guarding the idol etc., for it is 
taught that the त्वा suffix may occur In the sense of a 
simple relation, “this is of that.» And itis declared 
that the issue of a vaisya vratya has the work discipline 
of cleaning the Bhagavan’s temple ete., “and (the task} 
of the satvatas is the cleaning of the deity’s temple, 
the eating of the offerings, the guarding of the idol:’’ 
and “he must worship Visnu’s sanctuaries,’ 2% 


129. Herewith is alsorejected the contention that 
the Bhagavatas are vratyas because they would have 
the same profession. Forit is one thing to clean the - 
temple, clear away the Batt offerings, guard the idol, and 
quite another thing to perform the variety of actions 
that are daily observed by the Bhagavatas: the cleaning 
of the way to the idol, the preparation for worship, 
offering, daily study, and meditation. It is as it is in 
the case of the jyotistoma etc. In the jyotistoma, too, 
a carpenter has a task in making the various receptacles, 
soma-cups, soma-decanters, ladles etc., while the 
officiating priests have their tasks in reciting various 
different mantra recitations, representing the deity, pres- 
sing of the soma etc. And this occupational similarity, 
limited as it is, does not raise the question whether the 
priests have the same caste as the carpenters! So here, 
too, there is a difference between those who perform the 
pattcakaltk?® ritual, which 15 established by the 
Bhagavan’s doctrine, and the low-caste people who do 
the cleaning-up of the temple and are also called 
{empie-guards. 
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130. Further, the contention™ that, if the words 
bhagavata and sdtvata have their etymological meaning, 
this entails that the word rathekéra in the injunction 
‘the rathakdra must build a fire’? denotes someone 
belonging to the three varnas on account of its 
etymology of chariot-making,*™ is not correct, For in 
the case of rathakdra it is correct that the term refers to 
someone belonging to the three varnas, because other- 
wise the springtime etc,, which are given in the state- 
ment on the origin of this fire-building, would be 
invalidated, and because usages of a word in the sense 
of different castes, which is given in the mantra 
‘‘saudhanyana rbhavah stiracaksasaly?* would be invalid- 
ated. Despite the fact that rathakara is also a name 
for another caste—-as learnt from the smrti “the 
rathakdra is born out of a karini by a mahisya’’*”) (so 
that the rathakdra is born from an anuloma marriage 
of a ksatriya man and a vaigya woman), nevertheless, 
since, on Sankha’s evidence”? that the rathaka@ra is not 
forbidden to perform rites of sacrificing, fire-building 
and initiation, there is no conflict of qualification for 
rites that can only be realized through knowledge of 
the Veda, and since the word rathakdra [in its 
etymological meaning} is inappropriate for members of 
the three varnas because they are forbidden to follow 
an artisan’s profession, therefore we can only conclude 
that in both cases different castes are denoted by the 

term, and so there is no conflict. 

Moreover, when knowledge of the thing mcant by 
a word is obtained from the denotation of the separate 
members that compose the word, then the Author of 
the Sütras rules out the validity of a denotation in 
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which the meanings of the component members are 
lost, namely in froksanigv arthasamyogat.2™ 


Therefore, those eminent brahmins are called 
sitvatas and bhagavatas who because of their pure 
character (sattva) devote themselves to the Bhagavan 
who is the Supreme Person, Later on we shall show 
that other smrtis set forth the eminent brahminhood of 
the Bhagavatas. 


131. The further objection,” namely why these 
people should invariably be denoted by the exclusive 
names of Satvata and Bhigavata, if their brahminhood 
were the same as that of others, can be answered thus: 
there is no defect in that, for it 1s as it is in the case of 
the names pertordjaka and nigadu. Certain brahmins 
are called bhagavatas, just as certain brahmins are 
called parturajakas, and certain yejuf formulae nigadas, 
though both are equally brahmins and equally yajuj 
formulae; namely in the statements: “The brahmins 
should remain, the farterajakas must be fetched ;'776 
“the yajul formulae take place, not the nigadas: the 
nivadas take place, not the yajuk formulae’? and 
this is so because of the interpretation: ‘the nigadas 
are the fourth mantra collection, or the yajuh formulae, 
because they are identical. 


132. The contention™ that the Bhigavatas are 
bad brahmins because they perform pujs to the God, 
partake of the offering substance etc. for a livelihood, 
is countered in the following manner: Surely not all 
Bhigavatas worship Hari for their profession, for many 
SAtvatas are found who perform puji for themselves. 
If there are certain people who, while being Satvatas, 
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follow a reprehensible profession and perform sacrifices 
for respectable Bhagavatas professionally, this fact 
alone does not mean that one may say that they are not 
brahmins. A vedic priest who officiates as an adhvaryu 
at a jyotistoma does not thereby lose caste. If the priest 
were not to receive fees, the puji itself would remain 
fruitless; they take fees in order to realize completely 
the excellence of the puja. At the conclusion of the 
worship one must give gold to the priest according to 
capacity; otherwise the fruit will go to the pūjä priest 
himself, as is shown by the smrti: “A sacrifice for 
which a small fee is given kills (the sacrificer).”**”" Jt 
is however prohibited that a covetous Vedic priest 
officiate as a priest after he himself has put up his 
demands for a fee, c.g. in the statement: (“There is an 
error called ‘garbage”’), When the sacrificer appoints 
as a officiant priest who covets the office, thinking 
either “He should give me (a fee)” or “He should 
choose me.” ‘This is as far from the sacrificer as 
garbage; this does not benefit the sacrificer.’°" The 
donation of the sacerdotal fec which is purified by 
faith is felicitous for both, as according to the smrti, 
‘He who receives the offering and he who denotes it 
both go to heaven,’’”*! 
133. The statement?” that professional worship 
of the deity and living off the god’s treasure makes a 
man a devalaka must be taken to refer to the profes 
sional worship of, and the living off the treasure of, 
other deities than Vasudeva, Thus the blessed Vyasa: 
“A devalaka is he who lives on Rudra ete." And 
there is also Sandilya’s word: “All those who perform 
sacrifices professionally and are also not consecrated 
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are the only ones who are traditionally known as 
karmadevalakas in this world, O sage. One should not 
touch them or consort with them fora year.” Like- 
wise: “Certain people who are karmadevalakas and 
Kalpaderalakas are unqualified for ritual before the 
deity for a period of three years. Those brahmins 
who, without being consecrated, perform rites set forth 
in the Kalpa, either professionally or for the fame of 
it, arc kalpadevalakas. One must have puji offered by 
another professional priest who has been properly 
consecrated; one is unable to worship the god oneself. 
This is the principal offering ; in another manner it ts 
secondary.” ‘In another manner,’ that is to say, when 
it is done by a non-consecrated priest. ‘This the author 
elucidates: “The rite performed professionally by 
‘some priest who has not been properly consecrated 15 
called of the lowest degree.’ By considering these and 
a hundred similar smrti statements we can be sure that 
living off the deity’s treasure and professional puja 
offering of brahmins who go without the sacrament of 
consecration as established by Paficdratra renders them 
sub-Brahmins and devalakas. 

134. As tothe statement’ that the Bhagavatas 
cannot pass for exemplary persons because they make 
use of flower and food offerings, which practice is 
abhorred by exemplary persons, to this we say: what 
does the §rotriya’s mean by left-over flowers and left- 
over food? When he takes it only as the flowers and 
the cakes, he is contradicted by all the world, for 
nobody approves of wasting flowers and cakes. Also, 

a particularized prohibition?” is not in order, because 


it is not established. No notion of a particularized 
15 
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thing occurs when the particularization is not deter- 
mined; and here it is impossible to determine the 
particularization. 


OBJECTION. Why should it be impossible, since 
the particularization is that'it is forbidden to use food 
what has been offered up to the deity? 


REPLY, Are you now accepting the validity of 
Paficaratra? For only when one admits that there is a 
deity present in the idols that are erected with the 
sacred formulae enjoined by Paficaratra Tantra can one 
postulate that the particularization of the prohibition Jies 
in the offering-up čo the deity. For unless the validity 
of the Tantra is admitted, how can an idol which 
1s set forth in the Tantra be a deily, and, a fortiori, 
how can the substance that is offered up for this deity’s 
sake be nirmalya and nivedya. Fora deity does not 
exist by just being a deity; only that deity which is 
known to be correlated with an oblation on the autho- 
rity of scriptural testimony ìs the deity to that oblation; 
that is your own doctrine. 


Or if it be held that something is nirmalya and 
nivedya because it is admitted by the Paficaratrikas that 
it is offered up to the deity, well, in that case you must 
also admit its purity because the Paficaratrikas accept 
also that the utilization of atrmalya and nwedya ls per- 
fectly pure. 

Or if you do not accept this peculiar excellence, 
since in your opinion the Paficardtrikas have accepted 
as pure something that is really impure,—well, in that 
case you must accept it that the substance which 1s 
offered up is not really xirmalya and nivedya, since then 
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you opine that the Paficaratrikas have adopted some- 
one who is not really adeity by mistaking him for 
a deity! 

In other words, inasmuch as the offering up of 
mere flowers, cakes etc.”* is not approved, and because 
It is impossible to particularize the prohibition of 
utilizing these substances according to the terms of 
one’s own doctrine, therefore the particularization 
must be determined in the terms of the others’, i.e. the 
Paficaratrikas’, doctrine; and thus the offering up 
becomes greatly purifying. And inasmuch as therefore 
the utilization of nirmalya and nivedya becomes most 
purifying, it must needs be accepted by those who 
admit the validity of the Paricaratra Tantra as well by 
others who do not. 

135. Osjection. But how is it possible then 
that even one who admits the validity of Pajicaratra 
should reject nevertheless the nirmalya and nivedya? 
For in the Tantras the tasting etc. of the nirmdlya is 
prohibited. For instance, it is said in the Sanat. 
kumariya Samhita: “The offering that is proffered (to 
the deity), flower or fruit, is called nirmdiya: that must 
be avoided meticulously.” Similarly in another 

passage; “When one has eaten nirmélya, or the food- 
rests of someone who is not one’s guru, one must 
observe a milk-vow for a month, continuously recite 
the eight-syllable formula, and drink the paficagavya, 
in order to be purified,” =° Likewise in the Indraritra - 
“One should not live off the Supreme God, nor eat the 
rirmdlya offerings.” Also: “And the nirmalya offerings 
are never fit for consumption.” Similarly in another 
Samhita: “One should not eat the nirmdlya offerings, 


116 AGAMA PRAMANYANT 


nor smell them, nor step over them.”’—-How then can 
one accept the purity of the utilization of the nirmalya 
when we thus know from several Samhitas that it is 
prohibited ? 

REFUTATION. To this he says: The utilization of 
a profiered substance which has been offered up to the 
deity is not condemned if it is done within a period of 
ten ndagdikas. Thus in the same Indraratra: “The 
wise one must let the offering-cake stand for ten 
nadtkas, This period of time has been prescribed both 
for night and for day. They condemn the nirmalya 
that has stood for more than this period of time; 
thereupon he must throw it in water, or in fire, or bury 
it in the ground.” 


OBJECTION. But what is said here is not to praise 
the tasting etc. of the nirmalya, but to prescribe that 
the substance of the cake pija is thrown away after a 
period of ten nadikas. Inthe statement: “He must 
let the offering cake stand for over ten nadikds,” the 
injunction is jaid down that when the proffered flowers, 
cake etc. in general have been taken off as nirmalya, 
because they have now fulfilled their ritual function, 
they must be kept by way of accessory pūjā rite fora 
period of ten nadikds. And consequently even a study 
of the conclusions of yaur own Tantras shows that the 
touching etc. of the turmeric powder, the food offerings 
and the water used to clean the idol’s feet 15 not 
established by Tantric doctrine. Now, where are you! 


REFUTATION. Where are you, loquacious debat- 
crs, witless fools who have been swallowed by your 
own tongue which plays around with a grain of 
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knowledge! Your objection looks black and white at 
once, like the moon with its spots. This prohibition 
applies only to fools like you, since all this is indeed to 
be observed by Vaisnavas who are qualified to do so, 
and thus it is capable of wiping off a multitude of sins 
in the same way as the drinking of somaat a Vedic 
sacrifice; for it is not to be touched by others, just as 
the purodasa cake is not to be touched by dogs! 
Thus in the [svara Samhita, “It is difficult to find in 
this world a true votary of the lord, my son, and, 
among those who are, it is even more difficult to find 
a disposition which is truly pure enough for the foot- 
water, orto use the garlands ete. which have been 
mentioned in the doctrine. Therefore, O six-faced 
One, all this which is purified by the formulae and the 
glance of the Bhagavan is forbidden to those who lack 
this disposition and are not votaries.” And in another 
passage: ‘The saffron, sandal, camphor and oils that 
have been taken off Visnu’s body are supremely puri- 
fying.” Likewise in the Padmodbhava: “He who 
wears the powder that is taken of Visnu’s body on his 
head obtains the fruit of a Horse Sacrifice and glories 
in Visnu’s heaven.” Similarly in the [gvara Samhita, 
“No blame should be put by statements arising from 
ignorance on all that is used, the perfume, flowers etc., 
(the water) of the idol’s bath etc., and the curds, milk 
etc, Those who condemn this divine purifying agent be- 
cause they consider it nirmdiya, those witless detractors 
ofits power will go to hell.” 
The above statements which to the consecrated 
prohibit the use of nirmdlya at the time mentioned in 
the time instruction must be understood to meana 
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time subsequent to that when the (offerings to) the 
chief of the Bhagavin’s retinue?” is being used. Since 
the garlands, sandal ete. which are offered up to the 
Bhagavan, later on, after the ViSvaksena offering, 
become unfit to eat, therefore the Satvatas use the 
nivedya etc. before that time. Consequently the use of 
the nirmdlya is a cause of excellence for the Satvatas. 


136. Moreover, it is our postulation that the 
exemplary people hold the nirmalya of other gods in 
contempt; this is postulated ike the drinking of soma 
(which is good) because it is Vedic (in contrast to the 
drinking of liquor which is evil}. So I have said that 
those who do not accept the validity of the Bhagavin's 
doctrine are unable to determine what is nirmdlya. 
When it is properly determined (namely according to 
the Bhagavans doctrine) the Bhagavin’s nirmalya proves 
to be extremely purifying, as is demonstrated by the 
Statements of all Vedic teachers. In a matter for 
which the only means of knowledge is verbal testi- 
mony, it must be so as verbal testimony says that it 1s. 
Unless one is deaf, one cannot say that there 1३ no 
verbal testimony concerning it. 


For instance it is said in the Brahma Purina: 
“The nicedya of Visnu is declared by the sages to be 
pure and fit for consumption; one who cats other 
nirmalya and niredya must perform the edadrdyana in 
expiation, The mdlya which is taken from the body of 
Visnu takes away evil and is holy, He who wears iton 
his head goes to supreme bliss.” It follows that the 
smrti statement that a man who eats mirmdiya and 
nivedya must perform the candrdyana™ should be taken 
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to bear upon the nirmilya of Rudra, Kali etc. Thusin 
the Mahabharata: “Meditating in one’s heart upon 
Hari, one must offer food to Him with full attention, 
thereupon pick up this food again with the middle- 
finger and the thumb, and then sacrifice it bit by bie, 
saying: “*Pranaya svaha, Apanaya svaha, Vyanaya svaha, 
Udanaya svihi, Samanaya svahi.”” Likewise in another 
passage, “what has been offered to the god must be 
given to 2 hrahmacarin.’% Thus in the Mahabharata: 
“The saintly knowers of the Paficaritra ate in his house 
that which had been left over by the Bhagavan, as a 
means to attain to bliss, as supreme nourishment,” 
And likewise the blessed Saunaka : “He himself eats the 
nivedya,”’?’ He who condemns Visnu’s nivedya, whose 
purity is proved by hundreds of similar smrtis and 
which dispels the fear of rebirth, really ignores the 
statements of the smrti because of his heterodoxy and 
ought to have his tongue cut off 
137. OBJECTION. But how can the nivedya bea 
means for the pranagnihotra? The exemplary people do 
not approve of a means for homa etc. for which no 
building bricks are used. Nor cana substitution of 
another substance do duty as a homa, because he lives 
off food that has been obtained according to taste. Nor 
can a substitution of another consumption be made to 
replace the nivedya, for scripture enjoins upon the 
twiceborn a meal in the evening and a meal in the 
morning, as follows from the prohibition: “One 
should not take food in between.”’ 
REFUTATION. That is no defect, since the multitude 

of deitics, like prāņa etc. are revealed to be parts 

of Visnu, In the same way as ViSvaksena, the chief 
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of Vignu’s retinue. For just as the flowers, cake etc., 
though proffered to the Bhagavan but actually given to 
ViSvaksena shows that He is familiar under various 
guises, or just as at a sacrifice the soma juice that is left 
over by the kotar is pure to the adhvaryu, so it is also 


with the nirmālya 2" 


Moreover, only scripture can be our criterion for 
what is to be eaten and what 15 not to be eaten. When 
it says that something is fit to be eaten, what injunc- 
tion are we to Invent Ourselves? Just as the same rule 
governs both the periodical and the desiderative agni- 
holra, so the same rule governing the eating of the 
nivedya applies also to the prandgnihotra. 


138. Astotheremark?? that from the observance 
of different sacraments, from conception ceremony to 
cremation, it follows that the Bhigavatas are not 
brahmins, here again ignorance is to blame. It js not 
your Honour’s fault that the Bhagavatas, who have the 
Vajasaneyasakha in the transmission of their family 
line, observe the sacraments of conception ceremony 
etc, according to the manner laid down by the grhya- 
sutras of Katyayanaete. Those who perform the forty 
sacraments which are enjoined by the Ekayana serip- 
ture while giving up the dharmas of the Veda, from 
the recitation of the gavatyi onward, they properly 
follow the rules laid down by the grhyasiitras of their 
own sakha and do not abdicate their brahminhood 
because they fail to follow the rites of a different 
eakha; since otherwise it would follow that other 
brahmins too would forfeit their brahminhood because 
they fail to perform the rites enjoined by other 
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people's S3khi. For everywhere among brahmins we 
ind customs that differ according to birth, cirana, 
gotra, qualification etc. Eyen though one ritual ts 
uncerstood for all sakhas, still all the various dharmas 
relating to mutually different qualified performers do 
not all together accumulate in any one place. And the 
Aspirants who are distinct from those brahmins who 
are qualified for rites of the atndragneya etc, which 
are means leading to the enjoyment of rewards 
like heaven etc., as enjoined by the three Vedas, and 
who themselves are qualified for the rites of the 
Ekayana, rites which alone are the means of attaining 
to the Bhagavan, viz. knowledge, cleansing the way to 
the Lord, preparation of worship and oblation, as 
enjoined by the Ekiyana scripture, are brahmins too. 
It follows that the non-observance of certain rites en- 
Joined by different śākhās does not mean that either 
one forfeits his brahminhood—that the Ekayana Sakhz 
is preterpersonal scripture has been enlarged upon in 
the Treatise on the Validity of Kasmira Agama, and is 
therefore here not further discussed. Hat since it ts 
quite obvious that the Bhigavatas, which we are dis- 
cussing here, are connected with the dharmas of the 
three Vedas, like the savitri recitation, there is no 
possible support for the suspicion that they are really 
vratyas because they would have abandoned these 
Vedic dharmas. 

139. May Nathamuni be victorious, he to 
whom the Three Principles are immediately evident by 
virtue of his own miraculous power, he by whose pupils 
the arrogance of the rivals of the Sitvata Doctrine js 
terminated after their own view was rent to pieces by 
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variously apposite arguments, he whose spirit is for 
ever the abode of the feet of Mukunda, 


May, for the length of this Aeon, play on the 
pious, enchanting and irreproachable sayings of the 
extensive collection of prose and verse compositions 
which eclipse the cleverness of the befuddled, conceited 
and witless assembly of the evil crowd of the rivals 
of the Satyata doctrine, whose spirit has been increased 
by the glorious Nathamunindra, and by which all 
the unholy powers are cleansed. 
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NOTES 


To Yamuna, God's omniscience consists in this unlimited 
percipience, so that, as he will argue below (§ 109), the 


validity of Paficaraitra does not rest only on Scripture, 
but also on Perception. 


In the paryapaksa the principal opponents introduced are 
what one may already call smärta brahmins, and among 
them especially the orthodox followers of Mimimsi, No 
Vedinta opposition will be discussed. 


fabda, and its synonyms, have been translated variously 
as Verbal Testimony, Verbal Evidence in general, or 
Scripture in particular, depending on the context. 


pramana has generally been rendered with “means of 
knowledge," sometimes with ‘criterion.’ 


jagati or foke: “in the world of exprrience, in common 
experience,” 


Punctuate after iit which closes the question introduced 
in frsfo vydcas}am; abhi-ni-vif ® to stick to a partisan view 
(in the teeth of contrary evidence}. I take हवाच iva as 
sandhs for bale iva, the meaning being that the objector 
takes the view that something limited (the bay) is really 
unlimited (mature adult). 


siddhasadhana, one of the defects of an argumentation by 
which proof is sought of that which is already proved or 
established. Space (dkaia) is, by definition, unlimited 


and cannot illustrate the thesis that something finite can 
be infinite. 


pibhu in the sense of U omnipresent, infinite." 


namely, the Paficaratra postulation that such tantric 
ceremonies as consecration (diksd), etc. are means leading 
to the summum bonum, 


In the standard inference: the mountain has fire, because 
it has smoke, as in the case of the kitchen, 
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Yamuna throughout treats S3tvata and Bhigavata as 
synonymous. 


pauruseya and apauruseyas the latter has in the sequel been 
rendered with ‘‘preterpersonal,'' Person here does not 
mean only “human person” but “any being endowed 
with personal features, including God.” 


“Eternal Scripture’? (dgama) is preter-persona) scripture, 
since any verbal statement originating from a person is 
cotemporal with that person, and the pirvcapaksin does not 
admit the existence of an eternal personal deity, 


arlhāpalli, throughout translated “cireumstantial-impli- 
cation", Itisakind of inference by which is established 
something that must be established, yet is not established 
by another means of knowledge; for example: Deva- 
datta, who is well-fed, does not eat by day:”’ since he 
cannot be well-fed without cating at all, it is deduced, by 
circumstantial implication, that he cats by night, 
namely, the relation of being a means to a certain end, 
KMS 1.3.2 afr od karirsdmdaydt pramdnam anumānam sya 
tarli is authoritative, because both sneh and Veda have 
the same arent performing its mandates,” 

The morning and evening oblations, the New and Full 
Moon oblations, and the soma sacrifice, examples respect- 
ively of nifpa (daily recurring), sauniiiikea {occasional} 
and sdémya (desiderative) rites. 

astaka is the name of the Sth day after Full Moon in the 
winter and sifra months, on which an oblation is per- 
formed for the deceased (Manu 4,119; 150). 

the crepuscular observances. 

the point is taken up in detail infra $$ 119 fi. 

respectively yoga, whereby the component parts of the 
word are given their own meaning; and जसका) the tatal 


meaning of a word that has become conventional and 
does not necessarily correspond to the meanings of its 


2t 4 


32, 
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component parts, Aathakdra means by yoga “chariot 
maker, cartwright,” by ridhs a caste which ts not at all 
characterized by this profession. 
adhyayanasiddhabuddhyadgatrabhangendpl. Such a "connota- 
tion” is, for example, thatthe rathatara in the literal sense 
of cartwright is disqualified for Vedic ritual, because a 
cartwright isa didras on this point see infra, 

upanayana, which is the first step to his acquisition of 
Vedic knowledge. 

Manu 10.23, 

the term “by royal decree” shows that it is a caste profes. 
sion, Quotation not identified 

not found in Audanasaamyti {AAS 48). 

unidentified. 

unidentified, 

Afanu 10,40. 

This point is detailed upon infra & 134 7 

unidentified, 

unidentified. 

not in Devalaarmti. 

unidentified. 

not in Atrismpti; Avaluka is unknown to me, kalpa- 
devalaka can be explained as a professional kalpa priest, 
kalpa either in the sense of (“unorthotos) ritual, or 
‘astrological mansion; gapabhocadevalaka is likewise 


obscure, but probably referato unorthodse priest engagea] 
in gana worthip, 
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38. 


39. 
40. 


4. 


42, 
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namely, diksa. 


namely, the four Vedas, six Ved3igas, the Puragas, 
Mim3msi, Nydya and Dharmaéistra, 


Brs. 2.2.42, 


A Natyiyika. Traditionally, Nydya does not accept the 
Mimamsi view that the Vedas have not originated from 
a person, 


The argument is thus; The Veda is of personal origin, 
because it is language; language is invariably found ta 
originate from persons. The Naiyayika compares the 
Mimamsaka's view in the terms of this argument with the 
standard inference: the mountain has fire, because it has 
smoke, 

avatdra “descent, emergence,” The meaning isas follows: 
Dharma is by definition that action which leads to a 
certain end by suprasensible law. Since the process (the 
means-end relation) is suprasensible, there can be no 
other authority for it than Scriptural authority. 


This envisages the warld as the sum total of the fruits 
( phala) brought about by observance or non-observance 
of dharma, which is thus instrumental to world creation. 


cf. Udayana, KRusumifijali 4.1. 

Since they are products, they have been produced by a 
person (God) who knew the means by which to produce 
them (dharma and adharma). 

This is the Mimimsa view which holds that the dharma 
and adharma as instruments in creation are always the 


dharma and adharma of a particular intelligent Deing 
whose body is itself the product of dharma and adkarma 
and can therefore never, however intelligent he may be, 
control them. The Mimimeaka admits that the universe, 
being made up of parts, is subject to origination and 
destruction, but never at one time, since all entities 
presuppose former acts that have brought them about. 


47. 


48. 


49. 
50. 


Si. 
od. 
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The law of dharma and adharma necessarily operates 
eternally, No agency is possible which can intervene in 
this eternal operation from act to act, by either beginning 
ar ending the universe, On this cf. Prakaragapaficiki, 
p. 137 fF. for the Pribhikara view, and Slokavirttika, 
Sambandhiksepaparihara 47-116 for the Bhitta view. 


fit. “that which is unprecedented, not known before, sc. 
by other means of knowledge $° in Mimirpsi it describes 
especially that suprasensible power inherent in the act 
which makes it produce its result. 


The argument is that one cannot know that the act will 
indeed produce an effect until this effect has materialized ; 
thus the act's power—apurva—cannot be known before- 
hand as the instrument of cflectuation. By the 
Natyayika’s definition only one who knows what instru- 
ments are effective in production can actually produce. 
unidentified. 


mantra and arthavada: the terms indicate that the 
Natyayika continues to address the Mimimsaka, for these 
ofcourse are Mimimsi terms, mantra being the Vedic 
formula used at the ritual, arthavdda the descriptive, non- 
injunctive passages of Briahmana and later Vedic texts. 


RY. 10. 90. 14, 


Yamuna concurs in the Mimamsaka’s refutation of the 
Naiyayika’s yiews, to the extent that he too rejects that 
the existence of God can be proved by reason; but he 
will counter the Mimimsi assertion that God cannot he 
proved at all, that in fact there is neither room nor pur- 
pose for a God in the universe. For Yamuna, God has al] 
the characteristics He has for the Naiyiyika, but he 
proves them from Scripture, not reason. 


That which makes the Veda authoritative, i.e., a means of 
valid knowledge, is just this that it communicates 
knowledge of aparva facts, eg., that a soma sacrifice is a 
means of attaining heaven, l.e,, generally matters pertains 
ing to dharma. 


of, 


58. 


59. 


60. 


61. 
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the individual soul. 
supra note, 


Since the apirea power is suprasensible, it can never be 
perceived, and the assumption of a God who ‘supervises’ 
and controls this power because he perceives it is absurd. 


read na labhyate ‘otrodhe’ pi; the meaning is this: when 
a certain fact (the cternality of pots) cannot be proved by 
a ground (recollection) because this ground contains a 
contradiction (it is recollected that pots having existed 
cease ta exist), this does not prove that the same ground 
(recollection) cannot prove the eternality of earth, 
mountains, etc., when there is no contradiction contained 
in it {nobody has recollection of a vanishing mountain). 


adhtKkaranasiddhanta is a conclusion which, as soon as one 
thing is established (e.g., that there is a world creator), 
establishes another topic discussed (e.g., omnisciencte}. 
On this question, ef. Tarkabhisi 43. 

It is the contention of Mimimsi that words and their 
capacity of conveying meaning are eternal, 


Sequence, of courte, supposes priority and posteriority of 
the entities in sequence, while eternals are co-cterna}. 


Kramdvdntarajatis the difference resides in the createdness 
of the Paficaratra and the unereatedness of the Veda, 
which introduces a difference of degree between the word 
sequences of both corpora of verbal statements. 


This is Yimuna’s objection, which states the extent to 
which he concurs in the preceding Mimirmsa argument 
against Nydya. 

This starts the discussion of the Pribhikara theory on the 
limitations of the validity of verbal statements, First 
general Mimimsa views on the subject are discussed. 

The validity of dabda lies in its communicating contents 
that cannot be known through other means of knowledge. 
What I translate as ‘facts’ are more literally ‘established 


65. 


66. 


०07, 
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entities,” established, that is, by other means of 
knowledge than fabda, A scriptural statement of the 
kind ‘grass is green’’ is not strictly valid in the sense 
that, in order to know that grass is green, we need a 
scriptural statement to that effect. Another proving 
factor, ¢.g., the means of knowledge Perception, may turn 
up conceivably and thus make the scriptural statement 
superfluous; or we may find that grass is not invariably 
green, but changes its colour, which would reverse the 

scriptural statement. Scriptural validity, it., Scripture’s 

being a means of knowledge, is to the Prabhakara 

Mimimsaka, its being the sole means of knowing a parti- 

cular thing. To the Prabhakara this validity is ideal in 

the case of injunctions concerning actions which, supra. 

sensibly, lead to a certain desired end. 


The injunction concerning the odana oblation includes an 
injunction concerning the preparation of the odanz and 
the fetching of firewood for the cooking. Since experience 
shows that for a cooking fire onc needs firewood, this 
karya is not strictly known on scriptural authority. 


This objection ignores the priorities among praminas, or 
means of knowledge; for the Prabhikara, Perception, ete, 
are priorto, take precedence of, Scripture in case of 
perceptible, etc, contents. Generally Perception is prior 
to Inference. To Yamuna, therefore, no priority of 
Perception to Scripture is given, which is expected since 
in his view Scripture may also be an account of (God’s) 
Perception, as in the case of Paficaratra. 


This sums up the conclusion of the refutations of both 
the Naiyayika’s and Mimamsaka’s views: the defects 
consequent upon the Nyaya proofs of God are avoided on 
the basis of scriptural examination, since Scripture can 
indeed validly pronounce on God. 


The Prabhikaras, who are notorious for the panrava 
‘complicatedness’ of their argumentations. 
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“Denotation, denoting power, denotativeness’’ in the 
following Pribhikara discussions have to be understood 
as the power of verbal statements to provide unprece- 
dented and non-superfluous knowledge concerning their 
contents. In the Prabhakara view, छ verbal statement by 
itself is denotative only in injunctive forms, while 
substantive statements have denotation either through 
contextual connection with injunctive statements, or 
(but this is not strictly ‘true’? denotation) through repet- 
ition of otherwise knowable facts, This view, which has 
obviously been developed for scriptural statements in the 
first place, is thereupon extended to ordinary language as 
well, and js thus expressed jn the following theory about 
learning language which is here understood, A child 
learns what certain sentences ‘mean’ by observing the 
action which his elders take upon hearing these sentences. 
When he knows no language meaning (oyntpatti), he may 
acquire knowledge by first hearing one adult tell another 
to एट! the cow,” and subsequently observing that the 
other is getting the cow: by associating the two events 
he knows that an order to get the caw was the content of 
the first adult’s statement "get the cow,’ <A remark 
without consequent action (e.g., “‘ It is hot todayy’) can- 
not convey any such knowledge to one who does not know 
language. The process of the child knowing the sentence 
meaning is here described as erihapatti “reasoning by 
circumstantial implication; since there is no other 
ground for the second man’s getting the cow, it must 
have been the first man’s statement, 

Thus Salikanatha, Prakaranapahcikd, pe 182: nojah 
saroakarye yak suakiyatvena budhyate. 

That is to say that the denotativeness of the words 
composing the statement is dependent upon the injunctive 
denotation of the statement as a whole. 

The lisadi verbal terminations of Sanskrit to which in 
English correspond verbs compounded with auxiliaries 
like “should, must, to be to, ought to.” 


73. 


74, 


73. 
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For example, a sentence: * He desires to go to heaven,’ 
which has the verb in the indicative, followed by a state- 
ment ‘he should sacrifice with a soma sacrifice,’ where 
the verb is injunctive, ts truly denotative in spite of its 
indicative form, since it is obviously subordinated to the 
injunctive sentence, to which it describes the performer’s 
qualification: only one who desires to go to heaven has 
title to, fs qualificd for, the performance of a soma 
sacrifice. 


This is an example like “it is hot today; the young 
father’s happy countenance is not considered an action, 
E.g., the sentence “he who desires to go to heaven offers 
the soma sacrifice,’ is an injunctive statement jn indicat- 
ive form. 


This is the Prabhakara view of the denctativeness of 
single words, summarized in the formula envitabhidhana, 
which is short for Karydnritdbhidhana "denotation of wards 
syntactically connected in an injunctive sentence,’ 


This point will be taken up and confirmed infra § G4. 


E.g., a statement "there are fruits on the river bank” 
does not by itself, self-sufficiently, create in the hearer 
the knowledge that there are fruits on the river bank: 
the means of knowledge here really is inference, since the 
hearer must infer that the speaker knows what he is 
talking about, that he knows that fruit means ‘fruit’, 
river bank ‘river bank,’ etc. 


This is again the Prabhakara view, The Bhatta view is 
somewhat different; according to the latter the upanisads 
are arthacadas (subsidiary substantive statements laudatory 
of elements of injunctions) to the eternality of the 
performer’s personality (diman}, which elernality is pre- 
supposed by the efficacy of the injunction: e.g., the 
injunction “ he who desires heaven must offer with the 
soma sacrifice’? supposes the immortality of the 
performer. - 
17 


132 
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Gh Up, 1.5.1. 

In this the Prabhakara concurs with the Bhitta. Injune- 
tions without time of fruition specified are not guaranteed 
ta bring about the desired effect during the present 
lifetime of the performer. 

I read ate evarthavaddnam, 

On this point see KMS 1.2.1, with Sabara’s bhisya, 

On the Bhitta view of omniscience, cf. Kumirila, Samb. 
47-59; 114-116. 

te, the appropriateness ar propriety of a word in 
collocation with other words; in the sentence “his 
mother is barren,” ‘barren’ is obviously inappropriate. 
The identification is considered an arthavdda, i.c., lauda» 
tory of the sacrificial pole 

The relation between God and the texts has ta be proved. 
I read jadi ca for apt ca. 

unidentified. 

RV. 10.90 14 


Mahanar Up 11.12. 
kath Up. 3.9. 

Svet Up, 6.9. 

Vigan Par, 1,1.31. 

Nnt in Manusmyti; reference perhaps to Manu 1.9 —i0? 
I read tathapi, 

Mund Up, 1.1.9. 

Svet Up. 6.7. 

unidentified, 

supra §12. 

stipra §12, 

Kumirila, Slokavarttika 2.114. 
BA Up. 4.5.14. 


118. 


119. 
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Ch Up. 6.11.3. 
Ch Up. 6.2.1. 
Ch Up, 6.2.3. 
Taitt Up. 3.1.1, 


The whole sentence includes tena Jizan, on which the 
present exegesis of bhita is based. 


Bh G. 18.61, 


namely, that they are born (वाका) and die { prayants). 
Svet Up. 4.5. 

Bh G. 13.19. 

Kath Up. 2.18. 

Kath Up. 2.17, 

sc. of knowledge. 


here used as synonymous with Pafupata. 
I read rityd. 


pratijiarthak, the object or content of the pratijid, which 
is the first step of the five-membered syllogism, e.f., “the 
mountain has fire" { parvatasyagnimativam). Tt docs not 
therefore coincide with the Subject. In the Proposition 
both 5 and P must be siddha, established as existing 


somewhere; a non-thing like a hare’s horn can be neither 
S nor P, 


this “non-apprehension of what should be there ( yogdnupa- 
lamba} is the criterion by which we know the absence of 
a thing. Here it is the absence of truth in Paficaratra 
that needs be proved by yoganupalambha, if the objector’s 
contention that Paficaratra is invalid-through-reversion 
be correct. 


I have difficulty in understanding the argument unless 
Į assume an illogicality. By stating as his ground “since 
in agama we have its meaning exactly conveyed as jt ia” 
the objector not only agrees with the preceding argu- 


mentation that on inferential grounds Paficaratra is nat 
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tnvatid, but even goes so far as accepting that it is valid 
in other words, confuse non-invalidity with validity. 
Then, because of this validity (svdrthasya tathdludva- 
bedhandt), there arises a conflict with a deviating state- 
ment of the Veda which has its own validity; since only 
one can be true, it follows that when Paficaratra is true 
by inference, it is untrue by Veda. But I don’t see how 
the objector can reasonably infer the validity of Pafica- 
ratra, since its meaning or content is admittedly 
suprasensible. Yamuna himself has not argued that 
Inference proves the validity, but that Inference cannot 


disprove the correctness of the thests. 


a fatvantaram constitutes on the part of the debator a con 
fession of importance since the ground which he gave 
does not hold and he has to produce a different ground, 
By the rules of debate this means a defeat.- 


infra $$ 76 f. 
The founder of the schaol of logic. 


The Vedic injunction na Atmtsydt saroabiuiani ‘one should 
not injure any being” raises the question of the validity 
of injunctions which do require injury to beings. But 
this is a secondary question which does not affect the 
validity of the Veda as a whole. Similarly, the thesis 
‘‘ Paficaratra is valid’ is not disproved by the possible 
mention in the valid Veda of something that conflicts 
with something in Paficar3tra. So far the argument is 
not for validity hut against invalidity. 

Since pats arc knowable, the ground would also apply to 
prove the eternaliry of pots and all things that are 
knowable, 

Since only earth (as an element) possesses smell, this 
ground has no general applicability. 


Like the ground “because it is knowablc™ which applics 
to things regardless of whether they are eternal or not, 
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Obviously, if the ground were not known, it could not be 
stated, 


This objection seems to speak to the summary denial that 
the ground is unestablished through reversion. 


Be it repeated that the validity, authoritativeness, etc, of 
Verbal Statements (i.e , fabdapramanya) is founded on the 
basic assumption that statements truly and accurately 
communicate their things-meant (arike), that a word 
accurately conveys its meaning. Among these things- 
meant Yamuna includes facts as well as karyas, hence the 
following debate with the Prabhakara. 

supra § 327. 


Yamuna here takes up the Prabhikara’s theory that a 
child learns the meaning of language through the action 
his elders take on hearing a statement, so that the 
denotativeness of language is defined by its injunctive- 
ness. He uses the Pribhikara’s example of the factual 
statement: “A child is born to you.” A child who does 
not know language has no way of understanding the 
meaning of this statement because the young father’s 
happiness conveys nothing specific But, asks Yamuna, 
suppose the same child has witnessed his father reception 
of the cheering news and the subsequent preparations for 
a birth ceremony. Since one follows immediately upon 
the other, the child associates one with the other and can 
thus understand the meaning of the statement, though the 
statement itself was no injunction, but a communication 

af an established fact. 

Then, one may suppose, the child would net go readily 

associate the birth ceremony with the previous com- 

mucniation. 

supra § 36, 

The things-meant or denoted by the word. 

Yamuna's argument is that the injunctive, etc, termina- 

tions of the verb denote the injunction as their thing- 

meant (fadartha}; but what makes this injunction 
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‘meaningful’ js not that it is an Injunction, but that it is 
connected with someone who is qualified ta accept the 
injunction, eg., in the injunction swargakämo yajeta. The 
injunctive yayesa has no meaning or purpose unless there 
Is a ‘desire for heaven: the meaning of the injunction 
thus is connected with the consequence of this desire of 
heaven, namely, that somebody who has this desire is 


prepared to do something about it. 


ardhajarati is a half-ald woman; the ardhajaraliyanyaya is 
used to indicate that the opponent wants to have it both 
ways and that consequently his argument, like a half-old 
and half-young woman, is useless either way. 


Misra’s text here has yady aff pracrttyanupapattisamadht- 
gamaniygiva Sabdafaktss “the denoting power of language 
is to be known only through the impossibility of 
operation,’ which makes no sense. The reading must be 
corrupt, in anupafatli we may find a corruption of 
uvutpatt, in pracriti perhaps a corruption of karyarthe or 
karyartha—. I read canjecturally Aaryirihe vyuipalti- 
samadhi zamaniyaiva, which gives the required sense. 


This holds for those statements which are not verifiable 
by other means of knowledge, for uf they are verifiable, 
they arc no means of knowledge in thcir own right. 


read na Ai kriyakdrye oyutpannak sthāpi krya, 

sthdyt; the Prabhikara view is that the Adrya has a fasting 
efficacy beyond the inevitably transient action it involves ३ 
for the kdrya must remain in order to effect the fruit of 
the action at any time after the completion of the action, 


Yamuna objects that we cannot have two altogether 
difference denoting powers ia langauge, one to Convey A 
transitory thing, another to convey a non-transitory 
thing. The only possible explanation is that of laksapd 


‘figurative usage,” which remains related to the mtukiyd 


orttth “principal usage But he will deny the entire 


construction (67), 
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This is the Pribhikara view, which holds that in the 
injunction niyoga scargekdmo yajela the sddkya (object to 
be realized) is not margo, but the entire atyoza (ef. 
Prakaranapaficika, p. 190), so that the statement of the 
injunction would become the means (sddhana) to realize 
that sddhya, sc. the injunction. 


Cf. Prakaranapaficika p. 182. 
Nothing can become a fact {siddha) as long as it is still to 
be made a fact (sddhye) by a ‘factualizinc’ means 


(sédhana); thus as long as it is related with such a means 
it cannot be a fact. 


This is the principle of ekardkyaid: a statement can 
contain only one injunction, otherwise there is cdkyabheda: 
what should be one sentence is split up into two. 


Quotations not identified; but for the argument, see 


Prakaranapaficika, p 1830 

No specific fruits are attached to nitya rites. 
mahatmya, which corresponds to pradhanya, pradhanata 
BA Up. 5.6.1. 

Not to be found in the major Upanisads. 
supra §35. 

supra §42, 

read ify asal for pii pat. 

Svet Up, 3.19. 

Svet Up. 6.8. 

cf supra note, 

supra note 86. 

supra § 36. 


This must refer to the 4ruti sa yo Ac vai tal param vela 
brahma veda brahma bhavati (quoted Ramainuja, Vedirtha- 
samgraha, 91), which F have been unable to locate. 


Taitt Up. 2.1.1. brakmavid apnolt param. 
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164, 
165, 
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158. 


169. 
170. 
171. 
172, 
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174. 
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176. 
177. 
178, 
179. 
180. 
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Chis must refer to Taitt Up. 2.1.1 so'fnute sarvdn kaman 
saka orakmand vipaseitd, but sa simagah is obscure, unless 
one may regard it as a corruption of vifatcitd. 

Partial quotations from Taitt Up. 2.1.1, Mund Up. and 
an unidentified source, 

Nrsimhapirvatapani Up. 2.4 (which reads purastad for 
parastad} and Svet Up. 3.9. 

not identified. 

not identified. 

Could this refer to Varaha Purina? Cf, infra, 

Visnu Pur., 1.1.31, 

Not in Manusmrti. 

A little known Vedic branch (if it was a Vedic tradition), 
from which certain Vaisnava sects derive their authority; 
cf. infra 139, 

These quotations could not be identified. 

BA Up 4.1.5. 

Visnu Pur, 6.4,40. 

cf. Varsha Pur., 72.4, which reads pedvats in D. 

ef. Varsha Pur, 7026 na tasmat parato devo bhavild na 
bhavisyati. It 1s clear from several quotations from this 
Purina that Yamuna’s text had different readings, not all 
of them better. 

Matsya Pur, 290.15. 

The Linga, Vayu and Bhavisyat quotations could not be 
verified. 

Title of one of Yamuna’s treatises. 

read sa it sakajasamuedanasaksatksladiksdtddhanddidharmak. 
External signs worn by Saiva scctarians. 

Svet Up. 3.8. 

‘The Doctrine of the Five Chapters.” 

The highest material evolute; the dleka is out of order, 


18२, 


183, 


184. 


185. 
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The text reads gidiacaramukhemaidnabhasldvatdnah parah, 
which is a corruption; I read, wholly conjecturally 
gidkadcabhasmesnanafayanadikriydparah. 


The text reads 7020 dAdranam ucyate एपी dhiyam om{kdra- 
fiirrarn tathd, and seems out of order. 


The sense js clear 
however. 


corresponds to Vardha Purana, 70.35 foam ca rudra makā- 
badho mohafastrdnt kdrayal alpdyasam darfayited mahayatu 
mahefoarah, 


cf. Varaha Pur., 70.41, which in cd reads nayasiddhainta- 


santjiabhir mayd fdstram tu darfitam. 


ef. Variha Pur., 70.38, which reads in cd fastrescabhirate 
loko bahulyena bhaved atak. 


nearest is Varaha Pur., 70.42, tada parupatam sastram jayate 
pedasamjitiam. 


cf, Varaha Par., 70.21, yad o«dabdhyam karma syde chastram 
uddifya seoyale | tad raudram iti etkkydtam tan nestam gaditam 
nnam. 
cf. Varsha Pur., 70.40, mdm visnor pyatiriktam ye brahmariaf 
ea doijollama | bhajante påpakarmānas te yānli narakam narāh, 
not identified. 
read yesam for ¢sam. 
not identified. 
supra §52, 
Taitt Up. 2.8.1. 
supra §12. 
Aitareya Br. 
Manusmrti, 4.124. 
Mahabharata 1.265 Í. 
supra §17 
supra § 17 
dgnavaispava, name of a sacrificial cake offered at the 
dikganiyesti. 
18 
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20२, 
203. 


204, 
205, 
206, 
207, 
208, 
209, 


210, 
211, 
212. 


213, 


alt. 
215, 
216. 
217. 
218. 
219, 
220. 
22. 


222. 
223, 
224. 
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supra § 17. 

The author of the Brahmasiitras is identified with Vyasa- 
Dvaipayana, composer of the Mahabharata 
Mahabhirata, 12 340 (129.76) ff. 

Mahabharata, 6.66 (3012), 

Mahābhārata not identified. 

Mahabharata not identified. 

BrS , 2.2.42. 

‘Divisions’ of the Supreme God as Vasudeva, Samkarsaga, 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha, 

tanmdtras here in the sense of the “higher evolutes.”’ 
toyena jivdn visasarja bhimydm, MahinarUp.,, 1.4. 

315. 2.3.16 (17). Translation: “A word descriptive of 
moving or unmoving beings, has not a secondary meaning 


[in referring to Brahman], because such a being’s 
existence depends on Brahman’s existence.” 


BrS., 2.3.17 (18). Translation: “The atman is not born 
because there is no §ruti to that effect, and because of 
its eternality, which is proved by the drutis.” 

BrS,, 2.2.45. 

Mund Up. 2.1.3. 

BrS., 2.2.44. 

BrS., 2.2.45. 

In Br8., 2.2. 

asdmafijasya, taken from BrS., 2.2.37. 

supra §$96, 97, 

i.e, as a fatpuruga compound “the beginning (source) of 
(valid) knowledge १" niffidaddibhave “‘since He (God) isa 
source of valid knowledge.’ 

cf, supra § I8, 

karmani lyuft Panini. 

not identified, 


225, 


226. 


227. 


228. 
223. 
230. 
231. 
232. 


233. 


234, 
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in order to understand any statement, one must first 
know the meaning of the words that compose it; this may 
be called dependence, so that to this extent any statement 
is dependent for its informativeness on other and prior 
knowledge; but this must also apply to Vedic statements. 


Ifthe cause (here: God) is above suspicion, the statement 
wil] be accurate. 


gunatah pramdnyasyayudtatcad anathyupagamdc; my under- 
standing is that a statement has its validity by itself, and 
no secondary validity in the sense that its content must 
first be validated by some other means. The validity 
itself must be proved {namely by the character of the 


personal author or by its preterpersonal origin), but once 
proved, the statement itself is valid. 


Vaisnava rite observed five times a day: pafeakalitd. 
Slokavarttika, 2.6 7 ab. 
ib. 2. 02 cd. 


not identified. ८ 


this speaks to 108, that the independent cognition cancels 
the dependent cognition, if there is conflict between 
them. Yamuna makes the point that this is not 
invariably true; that neither dependence nor independ- 
ence is a cause of invalidation, sdpeksanirapeksaive is a 
dual and requires the correction of kdranom into karane, 
if my understanding of the text is correct. 


namely, because it requires another cognition in order to 


be denied. 


namely, in the example of the burning lamp: is it the 
same flame that burns at six o'clock and al seven o'clock? 
We don't see the flame change or be succeeded by another 
flame, Only inference shows that since there is a differ- 
ent amount of oil in the lamp at different times, it js 
different oil that is burning asa flame, so that the fame 
is really different, The sense perception is of the varying 
amounts of oil. 
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235. 
236. 


237. 
238. 
253. 
240, 


24], 
242, 


243. 


244. 


245, 


246, 
247. 
248 

249, 


250. 
25]. 
252. 
233, 
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The Naiyayikas. E 

Since Brahma is the creator of the world, he can know 
whether there were Vedas or not before creation; by 
taking away Brahma’s memory, God in His omnipotence 
could start the myth of the preterpersonal origin of the 


Veda. i =k 
not identified, 


not identifed. 
Sabarabhasya and KMS. 
supra $17: vedabdhpaorhitatrat. I have rendered grhite 
by ‘accepted’ to cover approximately the variety of 
meanings that Yamuna detects in the word. 

Manusmrti, 8.107. 

People who do prohibited acts follow Vedic expiations ; 
but if acceptance by people who commit forbidden acts is 
sufficient to deny the validity af what they accept, this 
means that the validity of the Veda would be denied. 
Manusmysti. 

supra §17: this Buddhist injunction is outside the Veda 
in one sense. 

For the observance of a prohibition is as much a ritual 
action as the observance of an injunction, 

supra § 14, 

supra § 10. 

supra §59. 

Quotations not identified; the groups enume rated are 


didras, and yet by Vedic injunction have to observe, be., 
to accept, the few Vedic injunctians addr syed to them 
Do they by their acceptance invalidate there injunctions? 
not identified. 

read dedakdlasamrthanidii. 

not identified. 

supra § 15. 


254. 
250. 


241. 
272, 
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Len is the same name used for several groups or only one? 


The argument is: if Sis P, then P is not therefore 5. 
The example is ‘parvato ‘gnimin dhimavattvat’ if we 
interchange S and P, we get parvato dhimavin agni- 
mattvit, but this is not true, for though there is no 
fircless smoke, there is smokeless fire. Similarly here: 
the filth may be a sitvata or a vaifya vritya, but being 
the fifth does not make the sitvata a vaifya vratya. 

Inthe Manu quotation supra § 15. 

explained below, § 130. 

Hari has apparently a meaning ‘lion.’ Or did Yimuna 
think of Nrsimha ? 

gauh can mean ‘cow’ and ‘word,’ 

supra §15. 

taddhita suffix, cf, Panini. 

‘conventionally’ the two words are synonymous, ‘etymo- 
logically’ they have different meanings. 

Pipini. 

quoted supra. 

supra note. 

supra §15. 

not identifed. 


For the word means etymologically “maker of chariots, 
carts” 


not identified. 


By refusing to accept a ridhit meaning the authority of 
the Vedic statements concerning all the features of the 
sacrifice made by the now disqualified chariot-maker 
would be Jost, and the authority of the statement that caste 
names may designate more than one caste would also be 
lost. 

ef Amarakosa, 10.4, 


not verified, 
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213. 
274, 
275. 
276. 
977, 
278. 
219, 
280. 
28]. 
282. 
283. 


284. 
285. 


286. 


287. 


288. 
289. 
290. 


291. 
292. 
293. 
29+. 


295. 
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which is the prerogative only of the three varpas. 
KMS. 

supra §15. 

not identified. 

not identified. 

supra § 16, 

cf, Manu, 11.40. 

AitBr., 3.46. 

not identified, 

supra § 16. 
This and 
identified. 
supra § 16. 


the following quotations could not be 


a Brahman erudite in the Veda and following its 


observances. 

If he does not believe that God is present in the effigie, 
the offerings are obviously not used and cannot be 
characterized as left-overs. The priest’s avoidance of 
them would simply amount to sinful waste. 

He must make his prohibition specific, in order not to 
prohibit the priest from using food that is otherwise 
wasted, But he cannot determine the specification on his 
own terms. 

used flowers and used food offerings. 

without divine utilisation. 

The paficagavya is a substance in which the 5 products 
of the cow are mingled. 

one nidika is a half muhurta. 

cake used at Vedic offerings" 

namely, in the above statement On the 10 nidikas. 
Vigvaksena, to whom piija 13 performed alter the main: 
pai. 

as quoted supra § 16. 
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Mahibhirata quotations not verifiable. 


The ritual taking of food is considered a performance of 
the prinignihotra. 


The hotar is the principal reciting priest at the soma 
sacrifice, the adhvaryu the main executive 

supra §17, 

namely, at the upanayana ceremony. 

aindragneya, name of a srauta ritual. 

Name ofa work of Yarouna, 

Predecessor of Yamuna at Sriranga. 


Nathamuni compiled the sayings of the Vaisnava saints, 
the Alvirs. 
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